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Introduction 
 
This report constitutes the Consolidated Annual Performance & Evaluation Report (CAPER) for 
the State of California’s Consolidated Plan for FY 1998/99.  This report covers certain federal 
block grant program activities for non-entitlement areas of the State, identified below. 
 
This document was available for public review and comment from September 3, 1999 through 
September 20, 1999.  Public hearings were held in Eureka on September 14th (City Council 
Chambers, 9:00 a.m.-1:00 p.m.), in Upland on September 16th (City Council Chambers, 10:00 
a.m.-3:00 p.m.) and in Sacramento on September 20th (HCD, Room 185, 10:00-1:30 & 4:00-
6:30).  These hearings provided an opportunity to make oral comments or pose questions 
concerning the programs that are the subjects of the CAPER.  Responses to comments received 
are at the end of this report.  The CAPER will be posted on the HCD homepage following 
submittal to HUD.  
 
HCD also solicited comments regarding the State’s priority housing and community development 
needs for an update of the State Consolidated Plan for a new five-year plan (2000 - 2005), as well 
as comments regarding any program changes for consideration in the FY 1999/2000 Annual 
Update of the five-year plan.  While the comment period for the CAPER ended September 20th, 
HCD will continue to accept comments regarding the pending update of the Consolidated Plan 
until the draft plan is released for comment in late March – early April of 2000; additional public 
hearings will be held for public comment on the draft plan in April. 
 
A significant amendment of the State HOME Regulations is planned during the FY 99/00 
program year, to become effective for the Federal Fiscal Year 2000 Notice of Funding 
Availability.  Program staff began working on this amendment to the regulations during the 
1998/99 program year.  The purpose of the proposed changes is to streamline the application 
process and to allow for a more efficient rating and ranking system.  As of this writing, the 
schedule for making these changes has not yet been prepared; any changes proposed by the 
Department will be announced and made available for public comment. 
 
Resources Made Available to the State During FY 98/99 
 
Funding for housing and homeless programs were made available during the period by the State 
through the following federal programs which are covered by the State Consolidated Plan. The 
State received the following program funds from HUD which were administered during the FY 
98/99 program year1: 
 
nn  Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) Program   $42.495 million 
nn  Home Investment Partnerships Program (HOME)     40.540 
nn  Emergency Shelter Grant Program (ESG)        5.714 
nn  Housing Opportunities for People With AIDS (HOPWA)      2.288 
nn  Lead-Based Paint Hazard Control Program (LBPHCP)  continuous  
 

                     
1 The allocation for the CDBG, HOME & HOPWA programs is from the HUD FY 1998 appropriation, while 
the 
 ESG allocation is from the HUD FY 1999 appropriation.  
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All of the aforementioned programs are administered by the State Department of Housing and 
Community Development's (HCD) Division of Community Affairs, except for HOPWA and 
LBPHC.  The State Department of Community Services and Development (CSD) administers the 
LBPHCP; and the State Department of Health Services (DHS) administers a portion of the 
lead-based paint program through DHS' Childhood Lead Poisoning Prevention Board (CLPPB), 
and administers the HOPWA program through its Office of AIDS (OA). 
 
In addition to these HUD-administered programs, federal and State Low-Income Housing Tax 
Credits (LIHTCs)2 are often used with projects funded by these programs.  State tax credits 
constituted the principal source of State resources available in conjunction with federal funding.  
As only one allocation of LIHTC was made during 1998, and because the 1999 allocation is 
occurring after the end of the 1998/99 FY, there was no LIHTC allocation during the program 
year. 
 
Method of Investment of Available Resources 
 
CDBG funds are distributed by HCD through a competitive process to local governments in 
California which do not receive formula grants directly from HUD (non-entitlement cities and 
counties).  HOME's General Program and the ESG program are also distributed through a 
competitive process to non-participating or non-entitlement local governments, and to eligible 
nonprofit organizations. 

 
The CDBG and the HOME Programs’ funding criteria are contained in State regulations; the 
CDBG application evaluation criteria were set forth in the “Final Statement of Uses” for 1997/98 
and 1998/99.”  For the General CDBG Allocation, for example, the rating factors included 
poverty index, benefit to the Targeted Income Group, need, prior performance, capacity, private 
leverage, and State objectives.  HOME funding criteria includes the following: capability, need, 
cost effectiveness and feasibility.  Additional points are given for projects located in rural areas, 
for projects in jurisdictions with housing elements in substantive compliance, and in jurisdictions 
whose formula allocations are being reallocated by HUD.  For example, the City of Redding is 
eligible to receive funds directly from HUD, but the City has opted to participate in the State 
HOME Program.  HUD reallocates the City’s funds to the State HOME Program. 
 
DHS' Office of Aids (OA) distributes HOPWA funds by formula to the Ryan White CARE Act 
Title II Consortia (Consortia), which serve counties located outside of the HOPWA-Eligible 
Metropolitan Statistical Areas (EMSAs).  EMSAs receive HOPWA funding directly from HUD; 
therefore State HOPWA funds are only made available to consortia providing assistance outside 
the jurisdiction of the EMSAs.  Grants are made to consortia by formula based upon the number 
of reported cases of AIDS in each consortium’s jurisdiction.  Consortia are mandated to represent 
a community action model that is characterized by a collaborative public/private partnership which 
encourages local decision-making in planning, developing and providing services for persons 
living with AIDS (PLWAs).  Consortia are required to expend all HOPWA funds during the 
program year in which funds were awarded.  Unexpended funds are reallocated at the end of each 
year according to the process described in the Consolidated Plan.  Since FY 97/98, HOPWA has 
also distributed a portion of its funds through a competitive process to create additional rental 
housing. 
                     
2
 The LIHTC program is not a HUD-administered program, and is not subject to full program reporting here. 
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The LBPHCP is not allocated annual funds, nor does it make grants through a competitive 
process, as in the other four programs. 
 
Program Implementation and Accomplishments 
 
The State Consolidated Plan identifies the following three priorities for use of the program funds: 
 
1. Meet the housing needs of low-income renter households, including providing homeownership 

opportunities for first-time homebuyers. 
 

2. Meet the housing needs of low-income homeowner households. 
 

3. Meet the housing and supportive housing needs of the homeless and other special needs 
groups, including prevention of homelessness. 
 

The Non-housing Community Development Plan of the Consolidated Plan includes the following 
objectives and goals, which have been met or exceeded quantitatively: 
 

A.  Expand economic opportunity, primarily for low-income persons and households, to 
mitigate the effects of slums and blight, and to meet urgent needs. Under the terms of this 
plan, 30 percent of CDBG funds were to be reserved for funding economic development 
activities; at least 335 jobs were proposed to be created or retained; and 12-15 grants 
were projected to be made through the Enterprise Fund, with CDBG funds. 
 

B. Promote meeting non-housing community development needs other than economic 
development (infrastructure, public services, public facilities). 

 
During the reporting period, all of the above priorities were addressed by the affected programs, 
as planned in the Consolidated Plan.  HOME and CDBG funds were used for activities to address 
priorities 1. and 2., and to a limited extent, 3., and objectives A. and B.; and ESG, HOPWA, and 
LBPHCP funds were used to address priorities 1., 2., and 3. (regardless of household type).  The 
regional geographic distribution of funds awarded by the CDBG, HOME, and ESG programs is 
illustrated in Table 1, and the geographic distribution of individual awards for these programs is 
included in Appendix A. 
 
Summary of Accomplishments 
 
Assistance was provided to implement all objectives consistent with the 1998/99 Annual Plan of 
the State Consolidated Plan.  Key accomplishments of the FY 1998/99 Program year include: 
 
q The CDBG program substantially increased the amount of funds leveraged, particularly from 

the private sector - $97 million compared to $33 million in the prior year. 
 
q The General Component of the CDBG program awarded funds to projects which will 

rehabilitate 60% more units than a similar amount of funds awarded in the prior year. 
 
q The HOME program exceeded the 15% minimum setaside for awards to CHDOs by four 

percent (19% of allocated funds were awarded to CHDOs). 
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q 95% of respondents to an ESG customer satisfaction survey rated the program as 

administered as “excellent or good.” 
 
q The HOPWA program funded six long-term HIV/AID housing projects. 
 
q CSD-LBPHCP training resulted in over 800 certifications of lead hazard control 

professionals, and provided over 1,800 initial inspections. 
 
Summary of Households and Persons Assisted with Housing 
 
While Table 1 illustrates projected assistance from new awards, Table 2 displays housing 
assistance actually provided during FY 98/99, including assistance from awards made in prior 
program years.   
 
Assistance was provided to address the needs of renter, homeowner, and special needs groups, 
consistent with the 1998/99 Annual Plan of the State Consolidated Plan.  As shown in Table 2, 
the CDBG Program provided assistance to 359 rental households and 724 owner households 
during FY 98/99.  The HOME Program provided assistance to 456 lower-income renter 
households and 736 homeowner households in the FY 98/99 reporting period.  The ESG Program 
provided assistance to 10,249 homeless individuals and 3,367 families through predominately 
transitional housing. 
 
 



 

Table 1 
   Regional Summary of Geographic Distribution of CDBG, ESG, & HOME 

Program Awards FY 1998/99 
    PROJECTED 

 
COUNTY 

 
 

CDBG 

 
 

HOME 

 
 

ESG 

PERSON 
SHELTER 

DAYS 

HSEHLDS 
TO BE 

ASSISTED 

 
PERSONS 
ASSISTED 

 
BUSINESS/

JOBS 

 
PLANNING 
GRANTS 

Los Angeles $500,000 $498,750 $612,019 136,003 135    

Orange  $500,000  $78,000 17,333 36 160   

Riverside  $869,425 $1,436,700   50 196 100 2 

San Bernardino   $748,650   16    

Ventura  $1,000,000 $191,023 42,449 11    

Imperial $6,835,593 $750,000 $358,749 79,721 982  48 4 

REGION SUBTOTAL $8,705,018 $4,434,100 $1,239,791 275,506 1,230 356 148 6 

         

San Francisco          

Marin         

San Mateo   $1,000,000 $102,000 22,667 40    

Santa Clara   $1,000,000   11    

Alameda    $262,521 58,338     

Contra Costa   $186,436 41,431     

Sonoma  $840,000 $160,000 35,554 11    

Solano $1,035,000 $1,000,000 $160,530 35,673 87 2,670 14 1 

Napa $105,000 $1,000,000 $68,000 15,111 11   3 

REGION SUBTOTAL $1,140,000 $4,840,000 $939,487 208,774 160 2,670 14 4 

         

Sacramento  $500,000   24    

Placer $1,102,368  $299,200 66,489 167   3 

El Dorado $1,370,000 $923,307 $111,712 24,825 44 2,100  3 

Sutter $1,226,880 $997,500   40  21 1 

Yuba $1,590,300 $500,000 $176,800 39,289 49 3,000 15 2 

Yolo $1,300,000 $999,800 $182,890 40,642 66  35  

REGION SUBTOTAL $6,589,548 $3,920,607 $770,602 171,245 390 5,100 71 10 

         

Fresno $2,658,484 $1,747,500   113  248 5 

Madera $1,566,188 $1,445,000 $68,000 15,111 62  28 1 

Kern $416,224 $315,000   10  11 1 

San Joaquin         

Stanislaus $2,147,000 $3,351,999   283  4 4 

Merced $1,500,000  $155,909 34,646 31 102 400  

Tulare $4,010,000 $6,250,000 $197,400 43,867 291  235 3 

Kings $853,835 $1,750,000   72 65 40 2 

REGION SUBTOTAL $13,151,731 $14,859,499 $421,309 93,624 862 167 966 16 

         

San Diego   $733,963 163,102     

         

Monterey $1,067,985 $1,500,000 $124,460 27,658 281 300 80 2 

San Luis Obispo  $35,000       1 

Santa Barbara $920,000  $207,751 46,167 40   2 

Santa Cruz  $420,000 $532,300 118,289 11    

San Benito  $1,704,450 $45,266 10,059 54    

REGION SUBTOTAL $2,022,985 $3,624,450 $909,777 202,173 386 300 80 5 
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    PROJECTED 

 
COUNTY 

 
 

CDBG 

 
 

HOME 

 
 

ESG 

PERSON 
SHELTER 

DAYS 

HSEHLDS 
TO BE 

ASSISTED 

 
PERSONS 
ASSISTED 

 
BUSINESS/

JOBS 

 
PLANNING 
GRANTS 

Butte $2,031,040 $1,748,749 $41,400 9,200 148 1,320 52 4 

Shasta $1,070,000 $2,587,000   197   2 

Tehama $640,000 $990,708   33   4 

Glenn $895,000  $23,964 5,325   33 4 

Colusa $1,070,000    18 105  2 

REGION SUBTOTAL $5,706,040 $5,326,457 $65,364 14,525 396 1,425 85 16 

         

NORTHERN CALIFORNIA – 
NON METRO 

        

Del Norte $904,115    40 28,192  3 

Humboldt $1,140,000 $998,550 $82,684 18,374 149 80  5 

Mendocino $390,700 $796,765 $212,094 47,132 11 125  3 

Lake $1,821,907 $1,497,500 $16,550 3,678 75 4,411 24  

Siskiyou $3,255,019    239 450 162 8 

Modoc $70,000       3 

Trinity $535,000    317   1 

Lassen  $500,000   27    

Plumas         

Sierra $20,500       1 

Nevada $1,086,625 $1,496,250   117   4 

REGION SUBTOTAL $9,223,866 $5,289,065 $311,328 69,184 975 33,258 186 28 

         

CENTRAL-SOUTHERN CA – 
NON METRO 

        

Amador $505,800  $228,672 50,816 8 18  1 

Alpine         

Calaveras         

Tuolumne $500,000  $68,000 15,111  300   

Mariposa   $52,889 11,753     

Mono $1,035,000    138 1,023  1 

Inyo         

REGION SUBTOTAL $2,040,800  $349,561 77,680 146 1,341  2 

         

STATE TOTAL $48,579,988 $42,294,178 $5,741,182 1,275,813 4,545 44,617 1,550 87 

______________________ 
Aggregate:  CDBG +HOME + ESG = $96,615,348 
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                                                  Table 2 
                                CDBG/HOME/ESG Programs 
                            Summary of Households Assisted 

                             Program Year FY 98/99 
Priority Need Category CDBG1 HOME  ESG Total 

Renters     
   0 - 30% of MFI  75   137    212 

   31 - 50 of MFI  85  205    290 

   51 - 80 of MFI  80   114    194 

Unoccupied 119    

Sub-Total 359  456    815 

Owners     

   0 – 30% of MFI   127    88    215 

   31 - 50 of MFI   343   166    509 

   51 - 80 of MFI   254   482    736 

   Sub-Total   724   736  1,460 

Homeless2     

   Individuals     0    0 10,249 10,249 

   Families    291    0 3,367  3,396 

   Sub-Total    29    0 13,616 13,645 

Non-Homeless Special 

Needs 

    11    

    TOTAL   1,113 1,192 13,616 15,891 

Total Section 215 1,113 1,192    NA NA 
 

                          Estimated Ethnic Distribution of Households Assisted 
 

Ethnicity of Households 
 

 
CDBG 

 
HOME 

 
ESG 

 
Total 

   Hispanic 425 565  3,830   4,820 

   Non-Hispanic     

      White   439  561  6,933   7,933 

      Black    47    30  1,911   1,988 

   Native American    32    11     514      557 

   Asian/Pacific    11    15     685      711 

   Other    10     10     102      122 

Total Reported   9943 1,192 13,616 15,802 
 
_____________________ 
1 The 30 homeless and non-homeless special needs households served by the CDBG program (only) are included within the renter/owner figures. 
2 Homeless families & individuals assisted with transitional & permanent housing & housing assistance to homeless individuals. 
3 Excludes the 119 vacant units completed.     
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I. COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT BLOCK GRANT PROGRAM 
 

 A. Use of Funds  
 

Federal statute (Section 104(b) of the Housing and Community Development Act of 
1974, as amended) requires states to certify that CDBG dollars will be spent to give 
maximum feasible priority to lower-income persons, to prevent or eliminate slums and 
blight, and meet other community development needs having a particular urgency.  
Federal regulations (Section 570.483) elaborate by establishing three national objectives 
and requiring that each funded activity meets at least one national objective.  Section 
570.484 further specifies that at least 70 percent of State-administered CDBG funds 
must meet the “low- and moderate-income benefit” national objective (defined as less 
than 80 percent of area median income). 
 
State statute and regulations establish the following program objectives.  By State law 
(Health and Safety Code Section 50827), the Department must expend all non-economic 
development funds on projects that principally benefit persons with incomes of less than 
80 percent of the area median income.  Accordingly, HCD requires that at least 51 
percent of a CDBG project’s beneficiaries must have incomes less than 80 percent of the 
area median in order to be counted as having served the Targeted Income Group (TIG), 
in compliance with the federal requirement and State statute.  
 
Study of CDBG Program 
 
A working group of representatives from State CDBG-eligible cities, counties and 
program operators met in response to Assemblyperson Strom-Martin, Chair of the 
Select Committee on Rural Economic Development, original request in 1998.  HCD 
analyzed the composition of the program’s applicants and funded jurisdictions for the 
past three award cycles.  An analysis of the impact of rating factors will determine if 
certain of jurisdictions (cities/counties; rural/non-rural) maybe disadvantaged under the 
current rating system.  Information about the analysis is available from CDBG program 
staff.  
 
Disaster Allowance 
 
HCD completed a State regulatory amendment in 1998 which under restricted 
circumstances, will allow jurisdictions to address urgent needs resulting from local 
disasters during a CDBG grant term.  That is, HCD will administratively allow grantee 
cities and counties to amend open CDBG grants to address the urgent need resulting 
from a State - or federally-declared disaster. 
 
During FY 98/99, the State was allocated $42,495,000, and a total of $48,579,988 was 
awarded to eligible cities and counties, including disencumbered funds from previous 
years (see Table 1).  These awards are projected to fund the rehabilitation or 
construction of 1,087 housing units; new or upgraded water, sewer or storm drainage 
systems to serve 3,189 persons; and business expansion and retention projects to result 
in the creation and retention of 1,550 jobs.  The categories of households assisted by the 
CDBG program during FY 1998/99 is illustrated in Table 2, and the geographic  
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distribution of new CDBG awards made with FY 98/99 funds is illustrated in Table 1 
(both of these tables immediately precede this section).  The types of activities funded 
are illustrated in Table 3.  
 
The initial activity setasides of the State’s allocation from HUD is shown on Table 5 
(exclusive of State administration and technical assistance).  Some variation in actual 
award amounts within activity categories from these initial setasides occurred due to 
rollover of disencumbered or initially unsubscribed funds in a particular category. 

 
    Table 3 

    CDBG General Allocation Activities Funded in FY 98/99 
Activity Application 

Activities 
Funded 

Activities 
Percentage 

Funded 
Housing Rehabilitation 53 (46%) 40 (50%) 75% 
Housing--New Construction 12 ( 11%)  8 (10%) 67% 
Public Works 12 (11%)  6 ( 8%) 50% 
Housing Acquisition 8 (7%) 4 (5%) 50% 

Community Facilities/ Public Services  29 (25%) 21 (27%)  72 % 

Total 114 (100%) 79 (100%) 69% 

 
 

Leveraging of CDBG awards with other funds, such as local contributions, in-kind 
administration, private loans and sweat equity is a significant factor in the rating process.  
More than $97.3 million was leveraged in FY 98/99; 85 percent of this from private sources. 
 Local governments are encouraged to seek out private and local resources to participate in 
funding a vitally important community activity.  Approximately $1.7 million in federal funds, 
$4.2 million in State funds, $11.3 million in local funds, and $80.1 million in private funds 
will be expended in concert with CDBG funds for housing assistance, including rehabilitation, 
new construction and homebuyer assistance projects, as indicated by the figures of Table 4.   

 
 

Table 4 
CDBG PROGRAM LEVERAGE OF FUNDING FROM OTHER SOURCES 

Actual Expenditures:  July 1, 1998 through June 30, 1999 
 REHABILITATION NEW 

CONSTRUCTION 
HOME BUYER 
ASSISTANCE 

TOTAL BY SOURCE 

Federal $       406,490 $      551,889 $     717,600 $    1,675,979 
State $    1,894,224 $   1,898,480 $     398,880 $    4,191,584 
Local $    3,348,872 $    7,969,821 $       29,988 $   11,348,681 
Private $    1,189,602 $  73,400,983 $  5,513,834 $   80,104,419 
Total - All 
Sources 

 
$   3,733,621 

 
$  83,821,173 

 
$  6,660,302 

 
$   97,320,665 
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Table 5 
State of California 

Community Development Block Grant 
(CDBG) Program 

1998 Allocation 
 
 

 
              

       
Allocation from HUD 

 

  
Colonias 

       
$42,495,000 

 

  
$849,900 

              

             

 
General Allocation 

 
$26,940,562 

  
Economic Development Allocation 

 
$12,748,500 

 

  
Native American 

Allocation 
 

$531,188 
 

              

           

General 
Program 

 
$24,246,506 

 General 
P/TA 

 
$2,694,056 

  
Over the Counter 

 
$4,589,460 

 

  
ED P/TA 

 
$1,274,850 

  
California Community 

Economic Enterprise Fund 
 

$6,884,190 
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1. General Allocation 
 

87 applications were submitted for funding for the 1998 General Allocation; 
$28,867,232 in grant awards were made to 59 of the eligible applicants (68% of the 
applications received).  Housing rehabilitation applications, the most commonly 
funded activity, were awarded $11,690,066 to fund rehabilitation of 639 units of 
substandard housing.  Due to the age of housing and weather conditions in the 
northern and southern most parts of the State, most housing rehabilitation projects 
are substantial, with $25,000 to $60,000 loan ceilings.  These projects tend to 
include such major components as roofs, foundations, electrical, plumbing and 
heating systems, window replacement, bathroom replacement, the addition of 
bedrooms and bathrooms to alleviate overcrowding, or replacement of substandard 
mobilehomes.  The average per-unit CDBG allocation for rehabilitating a 
substandard housing unit was approximately $20,408.  This figure includes general 
administrative and activity delivery costs for the program.  The net average 
rehabilitation loan was approximately $18,294. 
 
Although very similar amounts of funding was awarded for housing rehabilitated in 
both FYs 97/98 and 98/99, the average cited above are lower because grantees 
projected rehabilitating 60% more units than in the previous year.  The remaining 
funds were awarded for housing-related activities, such as constructing or upgrading 
infrastructure, constructing water/sewer systems, installing lateral hook-ups, and 
other non-housing activities which have a high percentage of benefit to the TIG. 
 
Worst Case Housing Needs:  The CDBG program will assist 283 very low-income 
households in rehabilitating their homes as a result of funding in 1998/99.  
Specifically, the City of Arcata has committed that one-half of the beneficiaries of 
their housing rehabilitation program will be households making 50% or less than the 
county median income.  The City of Morro Bay recently completed a newly 
constructed multifamily housing project which will provide affordable housing to 
very low-income households.  In addition, several communities have targeted 
housing rehabilitation funds to mobilehomes, which are typically some of California’s 
most affordable housing, and also in the most need of rehabilitation.   
 

2. Planning/Technical Assistance Allocation  
 
114 applications were submitted during the reporting period for funding from the 
Planning/Technical Assistance Allocation; $2,694,644 was awarded to 104 eligible 
applicants who have proposed conducting a variety of studies, plans, environmental 
analyses, and preliminary engineering for projects that will benefit the TIG.  The 
unsubscribed portion of $3.97 million initially made available for this category was 
used for awards pursuant to the General Allocation. 
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3. General Administration  
 
Significant local staff time is required to comply with complex federal overlay 
statutes and regulations.  Grantees were awarded $3,117,014 for general 
administration of the CDBG program which represents 8.64% of general allocation.. 
There were no known households displaced by CDBG program activities; and thus 
no known relocation activity. 
 

4. Native American Allocation  
 
One application was received for the State’s Native American Allocation.  An award 
was made in the amount of $531,188.  This award will be used for the housing 
rehabilitation of 12 owner occupied units in identifiable geographic areas which have 
concentrations (at least 51%) of Native American Indians who are not members of a 
federally recognized Indian tribe or rancheria.  This will benefit 6 TIG and 6 low 
TIG households for health and safety repairs. 
 
In addition to CDBG staff’s ongoing working relationship with the State CDBG-
eligible Tribes, HCD’s California Indian Assistance Program (CIAP) also provides 
technical assistance to non-recognized Indian Tribes to prepare CDBG applications. 

 
5. Economic Development Allocation 

 
The Economic Development (ED) component of CDBG makes awards under two 
funding components: the Enterprise Fund, and the Over-the-Counter (OTC) 
program.   
 
a.  The Enterprise Fund Program received 29 applications.  Twenty-two of the 

eligible applicants were awarded a total of $8,476,229.  A majority of these 
awards (totaling $8,176,224) were for implementing business assistance 
programs, including provision of infrastructure in support of new or expanding 
businesses.  A total of 300 permanent, full-time jobs are projected to be created 
or retained with business assistance activities, with at least 201 for the TIG.  The 
projected average CDBG cost per job for these grants is $25,225.  One 
jurisdiction indicated they would use all of their award for microenterprise 
assistance activities.  It is estimated that 150 persons will receive training from 
these activities and that 70 jobs, including self-employment opportunities, will 
result from the microenterprise assistance activities. 
 
Enterprise Fund grants may be used for the following: 

 
1) making business expansion and start-up loans under a local revolving loan 
 program (business assistance activity); 
 
2) funding public infrastructure/off-site improvements necessary to 

accommodate a business expansion, start-up or retention project (business 
assistance activity); and 
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3) microenterprise assistance programs which establish and expand businesses 
with five or fewer employees through technical assistance, business support 
services and the provision of capital (microenterprise assistance activity).   
 

Funding decisions under the Enterprise Fund are based on published criteria 
measuring unemployment, public benefit, leverage, and capacity.  Because the 
public benefit and leverage capacity of microenterprise assistance activities are so 
different from business assistance activities, like activities are rated against like 
activities.  Applications proposing microenterprise activities are rated against 
each other and business assistance activities are rated against other applications 
proposing business activities. 

 
b. The OTC Program made 12 awards totaling $4,997,000 in 1998/99.  OTC funds 

are used by jurisdictions to make loans to employers for an identified CDBG-
eligible activity which will result in the creation or retention of permanent jobs; 
or to construct infrastructure improvements which are necessary to 
accommodate the creation, expansion or retention of a business that will create 
or retain jobs.  All of the 12 awards met the program’s TIG national objective.  
A total of 1,180 permanent, full-time equivalent jobs are projected to be created 
or retained, with at least 696 for the TIG.  The projected average CDBG cost 
per job for the OTC grants is approximately $3,954.  The ten OTC projects are 
leveraging over $110 million in private and other public funds.   
 

Realization of Objectives:  ED awards made in FY 98/99 continue to fulfill the 
State’s goals for the ED Allocation by meeting the program objectives to principally 
benefit the TIG through job creation and job retention activities, and to leverage 
significant amounts of private investment.  Significant job creation is projected and 
substantial private investment was committed to projects awarded funds in 1998/99. 
 For example, in this report period, projects funded in the cities of Willows and 
Hanford leveraged $822,750 of CDBG funding with $5,693,000 of private 
investment while projecting the creation of at least 31 jobs that will principally 
benefit members of lower-income households. 
 
The Hanford project will result in the development of a hotel in the City’s 
revitalizing downtown area.  The CDBG funds will be loaned by the City to the 
developers to finance furniture, fixtures and equipment.  Besides the creation of at 
least 12 full-time equivalent jobs, the project will result in increased tax revenues to 
the City.  The City of Willows’ project will use the CDBG funds to pay for off-site 
public improvements (water, sewer, public utilities) needed to accommodate 
development of a new “travel center” that will feature a fuel station, mini-market, 
and fast food restaurant located near the interstate highway.  The project will result 
in the creation of 19 full-time equivalent jobs that will primarily be filled by members 
of the program’s TIG. 
 
In another project that highlights both high leveraging and significant job creation, a 
joint application from Butte County and the City of Gridley received a $600,000 
grant to fund construction of an off-site sewer line and purchase of on-site sewer 
pre-treatment equipment that will accommodate the opening of a prune processing 
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facility in a vacant building in Gridley.  This project leverages approximately $7.2 
million of private investment from the business improvements.  The project will 
result in the creation of 42 new jobs in this area of high unemployment.  
 
The awards overcame location and credit risks in rural communities.  For example, 
the City of Weed, located in remote Siskiyou County, received a grant to make a 
$353,000 loan to a start-up business that will own and operate a “travel center” that 
will feature a fuel station, restaurants, and convenience store.  The CDBG funds will 
be used for development costs as well as to purchase machinery and equipment for 
the fuel station.  The CDBG funds will leverage $1.3 million of bank loan funds and 
$400,000 of owner equity.  Without the CDBG funds, the bank would not loan their 
funds due to the location of the project and the bank’s debt-to-equity limits.  The 
project will result in the creation of at least 53 full-time equivalent jobs with at least 
29 of those jobs being filled by members of the program’s TIG. 

 
B.  Summary of Non-Housing Accomplishments 

 
The CDBG General Program funded a variety of non-housing projects.  During 98/99, 
ten facility projects were completed:  3 senior centers, 2 neighborhood facilities,  
1 childcare center, 1 homeless center, 1 youth center, 4 park and/or recreation facilities, 
1 fire hall and 1 ADA improvement.  Table 6 also lists projects that were assisted 
although not yet completed, during the 98/99 program year. 
 
Twenty-one public works projects were completed during the year serving 4,676 
households.  These included 2 flood drain improvements serving 1,509 households, 3 
water improvements serving 783 households, 1 street improvement, 7 sidewalk 
improvements, 7 sewer improvements serving 1,778 households, and 2 fire hydrants 
serving 600 households.  Table 7 also lists projects funded during the year. 
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Table 6 

CDBG Program 
Summary of Accomplishments--Community Facilities and Public Services 

State of California, Program Year FY 98/99 
Priority Need Category Assisted During Rpt Period Cmpltd During Rpt Prd 

Community Facilities Projects Persons Projects Persons 

   Senior Centers 4 4,296 3 20 

   Child Care Centers 3  1  

   Parks and/or Rec. Facils. 5 6,438 4 6,438 

   Abused/Neglect Facilities 3 402  5 

   Fire Hall 2 229 1  

   Emergency Shelter 2 35  31 

   Elevator 1    

   City Hall ADA/Accessibility 

   Improvements 

1  1  

   Community Center 2 7,624   

   Transitional Care Facility 1    

    Education Center 1    

                              Sub-Total 25 19,024 10 6,494 

Public Services     

   Handicapped Services 1 697   

   Youth Services 1 71   

   Transportation Services 1 11   

   Employment Training 1 6   

   Health Services 1 1,542   

   Section 8 Housing Assistance 1 7   

   Tech Asst. to Colonia Residents 1 22   

   Emergency Shelter 1 35   

   Food Bank 1 3,306   

                              Sub-Total  5,697   

                                     Total 34 24,721 10 6,494 
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Table 7 
CDBG Program 

Summary of Accomplishments in Public Works 
State of California, Program Year FY 98/99 

Priority Need Category Assisted During Rpt Period Cmpltd During Rprt Period 
Public Works Projects Households Projects Households 

   Flood Drain Improvements 15 3,710 2 1,509 

   Water Improvements 11 1,033 3 783 

   Street Improvements 6 226   

   Sidewalk Improvements 9 128 7 6 

   Sewer Improvements 16 2,409 7 1,778 

   Fire Hydrants 2 600 2 600 

   PG&E Requirements –   

     Lighting & Fencing 

1    

   Total 60 8,106 21 4,676 

 
Table 8 

CDBG Program - Economic Development Allocation 
Summary of Assistance FY 98/99 

 
 

Priority Need Category 

 
Number of 
Businesses 
Assisted 

Number of 
Persons 
Assisted 

with Jobs 

Number 
of LI 

Persons 
Assisted 

with Jobs 

Number of 
MI Persons 

Assisted 
with Jobs 

Economic Development     
  Commercial-Industrial 
  Rehabilitation 

7 30 16 10 

  Commercial-Industrial 
  Infrastructure 

18 332 87 173 

  Commercial-Industrial 
  Other Improvements 

144 768 210 402 

  Microenterprise Assistance 
  New Businesses 

40 19 7 9 

  Microenterprise Assistance 
  Existing Businesses 

106 30 24 12 

  Microenterprise Assistance 
  Other 

150 127 42 47 

  Total 465 1,306 386 653 
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 C. State Objectives 
 

In 1996, HCD instituted a 50-point “State Objectives” scoring category within the 
General Allocation competition.  This category allows HCD to identify needs 
throughout the State and to competitively reward applications that propose to meet 
those needs.  While the vast majority of the 1,000 points are awarded based upon locally 
identified need for the project, the State Objectives category may provide a marginal 
competitive advantage to responding applicants. 
 
In 1998/99, HCD awarded up to 25 points in each category (of a total of 50 possible 
points) to applicants that proposed projects which:  
 
1) provide for infrastructure in support of new construction or existing housing, or  
 
2) facilitate the welfare-to-work transition for Temporary Assistance to Needy Families 

(TANF) recipients, or  
 
3) propose to maintain rental housing which is at risk of losing its affordability, or  

 
4) provide for capacity building of jurisdictions which fell below the funding cut-off in 

the 1998 competition (see page 56, #1). 
 

D. Changes in the ED Program 
 
 The ED Program has adopted the policy, mandated by federal law that CDBG funds 

cannot be used to assist with the relocation of a business from one labor market area to 
another labor market area.  The State CDBG program staff and consultant continue to 
provide on-site technical assistance to ensure that developing projects are consistent 
with CDBG eligibility, national objective, public benefit and underwriting requirements.  

 
 In addition to the above items, HCD will continue to provide training through training 

manuals for each component, a grant management manual, and on-site technical 
assistance.  Through the above activities, and more, HCD hopes to facilitate local 
capacity building that will result in effective local community development. 

 
E. Commitment to Fair Housing 

 
A commitment to carry out housing and community development activities in a manner, 
which affirmatively furthers fair housing is required of all local jurisdictions that receive 
CDBG funds.  For example, as CDBG recipients, the County of Yolo and Cities of West 
Sacramento, Davis, and Woodland have established a county-wide Fair Housing 
Program with a strong emphasis on educational activities aimed at preventing  
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fair housing violations.  Supported financially by the four jurisdictions, two entitlement 
communities and two non-entitlement communities, the Fair Housing Program provides 
direct services such as complaint intake and case management, counseling on fair 
housing rights and responsibilities, and investigation and referral of housing 
discrimination complaints.  Indirect services include developing and distributing 
educational materials, conducting educational seminars for housing consumers and 
providers, and consulting with CDBG sub-grantees to ensure compliance with the Fair 
Housing Act provisions.  Applicants to the State CDBG program gain competitive 
advantage by contributing to such efforts to affirmatively further fair housing. 

 
F. Compliance with Applicable Civil Rights Laws 
 
 HCD collects data on the characteristics of beneficiaries from each grantee through the 

annual Grantee Performance Report (GPR).  Beneficiary ethnicities of housing 
assistance for 1995, 1996, and 1997 grants for the 1998/99 reporting period are in the 
first column below.  The data in the second column is taken from the 1990 census for 
CDBG eligible communities.  These statistics do not include beneficiaries of the 
Planning/Technical Assistance Allocation. 

 
Table 9 

Cumulative Housing Beneficiaries by Ethnicity 
 CDBG 

BENEFICIARIES 
CENSUS 

DEMOGRAPHICS 
White, not Hispanic 61%   81.4% 
Black, not Hispanic      1.7%    1.7% 
Hispanic       9%  13.0% 
Asian/Pacific Islander      1.6%    2.2% 
American Indian/Alaskan     1.5%   1.5% 
Other 25% Not Available 

 
The process and standards the State uses to review a grantee’s civil rights performance 
are as follows: 
 
1.  The State reviews demographic information of the total jurisdiction, any relevant 

target areas, applications for assistance, and beneficiaries to determine if there is at 
least general parity between the demographic characteristics of the community and 
the beneficiaries.  No findings regarding actual discrimination have been made. 
 

2.  The State reviews local processes for hiring, firing, promoting, etc., in departments 
administering CDBG funds and reviews the demographic characteristics of 
employees in those departments. 

 
3.  The State clearly spells out the fair housing requirements of the program in the 

application Training Manual, the application forms, and the Grant Management 
Manual.   
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In 1984, the State established a minimum level of local activity, which it would 
accept as an effort to affirmatively further fair housing.  The grantee must obtain 
“pre-complaint questionnaires,” posters, and brochures from the regional office of 
the State Department of Fair Employment and Housing, and establish and publicize 
the process of distributing such information to persons within the jurisdiction who 
believe they are victims of discrimination. 
 

4.  The State reviews local procurement procedures for the steps taken to solicit women 
and minority contractors, and reviews all contracts to ensure all relevant equal 
opportunity requirements are included. 

 
Regarding grantee utilization of small and minority-owned businesses, the following 
information was obtained from the most recent Grantee Performance Reports for 1995, 
1996, and 1997 grants for FY 98/99: 

 
               Table 10 

                       Summary of Contractor Information 
Firm Owned Wholly Or Substantially By: Value Of Contract(s) 
Minority Group Members $    2,796,673 
Women $       528,625 
Other $  10,790,082 

 
 

G.  General Allocation Program Evaluation 
 

HCD is generally satisfied with the outcome of the 1998/99 funding cycle.  The State 
certifies that implementation of the Consolidated Plan has not been hindered.  A variety 
of eligible activities were funded.  In particular, HCD was able to fund jurisdictions 
which had been unsuccessful in prior years, thereby reaching more communities.  The 
percentage of jurisdictions which did not receive repeat funding from the prior year went 
up by 11 percent.  HCD will continue to monitor trends throughout rural California and 
will establish objectives that respond to pressing needs. 
 
Finally, HCD will continue its emphasis on technical assistance by providing training 
workshops, making staff resources available and continuing to provide information via 
the Internet. 
 
1. General Allocation Customer Survey 

 
In March 1999, the CDBG program sent surveys to all eligible cities and counties, as 
well as interested parties.  The same survey was sent to ED and Fiscal customers as 
well.  The survey asked customers to rate the quality of staff services, written 
materials and forms, program requirements, and training workshops.  Fifty surveys 
were completed and returned.  This compares to 54 surveys received last year.  The 
comments are summarized and analyzed on the next page: 
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Quality of Staff Services:  Staff was rated high for responsiveness, courteousness, 
knowledge level, and quality of technical assistance once again this year.  The 
approval ratings under these categories of customer service were, respectively:  
80%, 92%, 92%, and 82% (average of three measures).  These ratings are 
substantially consistent with last year’s ratings of 91%, 91%, 83%, and 84% 
respectively.  The technical assistance component includes telephone technical 
assistance, site visits, and monitoring visits.  The high approval ratings indicate the 
program’s continued commitment to customer service (Approval ratings were 
calculated from the combined rank one [excellent] and rank two [above average] 
response categories.).  Only one response rated the quality of staff services as 
“poor.” 
 
Quality of Written Materials and Forms:  Respondents rated the quality of the 
program’s written technical assistance documents (applications, Grant Management 
Manual, and reporting forms) somewhat lower than the quality of staff services.  
51% of the respondents approved the application forms, 56% approved the Grant 
Management Manual, and 46% approved the reporting forms.  These approval 
rating percentages are slightly lower than last year. 
 
Reasonableness of Program Requirements:  38% of the responses indicated approval 
with the reasonableness of the program’s requirements.  This continues to be the 
lowest approval rating for any of the customer services measured by the survey with 
a significant decrease from last year’s approval rating of 53%.  However, there were 
only two comments addressing this factor and only one that specified that they 
viewed program requirements as burdensome.  That comment identified the 
requirements to demonstrate effort to obtain bids for subcontracted grant 
implementation and the State Historical Preservation Office (SHPO) review 
requirement as overly burdensome. 
 
Quality of Workshops, Requested Workshop and Training Topics:  78% of the 
responses rated the quality of the workshops as being excellent or above average.  
This is a slight increase over last year’s approval rating of 74%.  Many respondents 
commented on how much they enjoy the CDBG Statewide Conference.  Requests 
for additional training and or workshop topics included:  program income and 
revolving loan funds, reporting, record management, SHPO, leveraging of funds, 
tying federal programs together and accessing other funding sources available, 
specific activities and examples of implementation and management (i.e., housing 
rehabilitation, community facilities, etc.), labor standards, lead base paint, and 
program restructuring. 
 

2. ED Customer Survey 
 

Thirty-nine surveys were completed and returned.  This compares to 47 surveys 
received last year.  The comments are summarized and analyzed below: 

 
Quality of Staff Services:  Staff gained its highest rates of approval under 
courteousness and knowledge level again this year (87% rating staff as either 
excellent or above average in courteousness and 84% in knowledge level).  Staff was 
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rated somewhat lower for being responsive (72% approval rating).  The quality of 
technical assistance was rated at 76% approval (average of three factors) for 
telephone technical assistance, site visits, and monitoring visits.  These ratings are 
only slightly decreased from last year’s ratings of 89%, 87%, 72%, and 77% 
respectively. 

 
Quality of Written Materials and Forms:  Responses indicated a rating of 54% 
approval for applications and 54% for the Grant Management Manual, which is a 
decrease from last year’s approval rating of 58%.  The lowest for all factors 
surveyed again this year was for the quality of reporting forms which received a 42% 
approval rating.  This is similar to last year’s approval rating of 41%. 

 
Reasonableness of Program Requirements:  50% of the responses indicated approval 
as to the reasonableness of the program’s requirements, decreased from last year’s 
56% approval rating.  No comments identified specific program requirements that 
are viewed as burdensome. 

 
Quality of Workshops, Requested Workshop and Training Topics:  76% of the 
responses rated the quality of workshops as being excellent or above average.  This 
is an increase from last year’s approval rating of 73%.  Requests for additional 
training include:  Microenterprise and business loans, NDC training, program income 
and revolving loan funds, loan analysis and portfolio management, labor standards, 
and how to attract commerce and industry. 

 
3. Fiscal Customer Survey 

 
Thirty-six surveys were completed and returned.  The comments are summarized 
and analyzed below: 

 
Quality of Staff Services:  Staff gained its highest ratings of approval under 
courteousness and knowledge level (80% either excellent or above average in 
courteousness and 83% in knowledge level).  Staff was rated somewhat lower for 
being responsive (67%).  The quality of technical assistance was rated at 65% 
approval (average of three factors) for telephone technical assistance, site visits, and 
monitoring visits. 

 
Quality of Written Materials and Forms:  The responses indicated a rate of approval 
of 38% for applications and 39% for the Grant Management Manual.  The highest 
rating for quality of written materials was for the reporting forms, which received a 
49% approval rating. 
 
Reasonableness of Program Requirements:  37% of the responses indicated approval 
as to the reasonableness of the program’s requirements.  This was the lowest of all 
approval ratings for all factors surveyed.  Two commentors specifically noted the 
program income requirements as being burdensome. 
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Quality of Workshops, Requested Workshop and Training Topics:  63% of the 
responses rated the quality of workshops as being excellent or above average.  
Requests for additional training include:  program income and revolving loan funds, 
records organization and fiscal management, basics on cash management tracking 
system, how to prepare fiscal reports, and managing a loan portfolio, preparing for 
fiscal monitoring and audits, and timeliness of cash, e.g., 21-day turn around cycles. 
 
As a result of our customer surveys, the CDBG program will be increasing technical 
assistance in several areas.  The program will be providing training sessions on the 
topics of program income and fiscal issues.  In addition, the program will be holding 
its biennial conference in February 2000.  The conference gives grantees a chance to 
network with other jurisdictions and access information by attending a variety of 
sessions on community development topics.  CDBG has also committed to 
increasing the up-front technical assistance to grantees.  This up-front technical 
assistance will assist grantees by informing them of what will be required during the 
life of their grant. 
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 II. HOME INVESTMENT PARTNERSHIPS PROGRAM 
 
  A. Funds Made Available and Actions to Implement Program Strategy 
 

During the July 1, 1998 to June 30, 1999 reporting period, the State was allocated 
$40,540,000 in HOME funds.  The funds were made available statewide to all non-
participating jurisdictions and qualifying non-profit organizations for the purposes of 
new construction for both rental and ownership housing, first-time homebuyer 
assistance, rehabilitation of both rental and owner-occupied housing, and tenant-based 
rental assistance.  Of the total amount allocated to the State by HUD, $6 million was 
reserved for the HOME Preservation (HP) Program, which will make loans to preserve 
federally-subsidized rental housing at-risk of conversion to market-rate use. 
 
During the 98/99 reporting period, the State awarded $40,334,433 for local assistance, 
plus $1,959,747 to contractors for administration, for a total amount of $42,294,180.  
An additional $2,094,253 was reserved for State administration of the HOME Program.  
 
The total amount awarded consisted of:  $30,486,000 from the 1998 HUD allocation; 
$11,714,748 from amounts disencumbered/carried over from prior contracts and 
awards; and $93,432 in program income repaid to the State’s HOME program local 
account.  The balance of the 1998 HUD award, including additional disencumbered 
funds, was reserved for the HP Program.  A NOFA was released for this program in 
March 1999, and funds will be awarded during the 1999/2000 reporting period. 
  
Of the $42,294,180 awarded, $7,733,266 was awarded to Community Housing 
Development Organizations (CHDOs) and the remainder was awarded to State 
Recipients (cities and counties).  Sixty-one awards were made.  The geographic 
distribution of HOME awards is illustrated in Table 1.  
 
The awards made by the HOME Program during the 98/99 reporting period will provide 
assistance to approximately 441 lower-income renter households and 1,086 lower-
income homeowner households.  Of the funds awarded, 52% was awarded for assistance 
to owner-households and 43% for assistance to renter households; the remaining 5% is 
for contractor administration.  The distribution of activities funded was as follows: 
 
Activities  Funds Awarded Percentage 
Rental Rehabilitation   $  7,916,961                19.7 
Rental New Construction   $ 10,136,616    23.9 
First-Time Home Buyer   $ 19,061,949    45.0 
Owner-Occupied Rehab   $   3,015,905      7.1 
Tenant-Based Assistance   $      203,000    <1.0 
Contractor Administration    $   1,959,747      4.6 
TOTAL    $ 42,294,180  100% 

 
The total dollar amount shown above exceeds the amount allocated by HUD for 98/99, 
due to amounts disencumbered and carried over and program income (see previous 
page). 
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                            Table 11 
          HOME Program Fiscal Year 98/98 
          Award Distribution by Activity Type 

 
Activity 

No. of 
Activities 

 
Percentage 

First-time homebuyer (includes both 
downpayment assistance and new construction) 

43 56.5 

Owner-Occupied Rehabilitation   8 10.5 
Rental Rehabilitation 10 13.1 
Rental New Construction 13 17.1 
Tenant Based Rental Assistance   2   2.5 
Total 76 100% 

 
 
The 61 awards funded over 76 activities: 33 first-time homebuyer acquisition programs 
and 10 first-time homebuyer new construction programs, 10 rental rehabilitation 
programs, 13 rental new construction projects, 2 tenant-based assistance program, and 8 
owner-occupied rehabilitation programs.  The activities are projected to assist 1,527 
households.  Tenant relocation assistance is discussed in Appendix A. 
 
HCD’s efforts to implement the HOME Program in FY 98/99 included conducting four 
workshops statewide to describe program requirements and provide instructions and 
suggestions for completing applications.  In addition, HCD offered four workshops to 
funded applicants at which program requirements and procedures for drawing funds 
were explained.  Throughout the year, HCD responded to requests from contractors and 
inquiries from entities interested in participating in the program and assisted them with 
information on how to fulfill program requirements or provided suggestions on how to 
participate.  In response to flooding caused by winter storms in 1997-98 and the freeze 
of the 1998-99 winter, HUD waived the usual match requirement for impacted counties 
for a two-year period (October 1, 1997 to September 30, 1999 for some and October 1, 
1998 to September 30, 2000 for others). 
 
The intent of the HOME Program is to expand the supply of decent, safe, sanitary, and 
affordable housing.  Following is an example of a successful HOME-funded project:   

 
Corona Del Rey:  The former Corona West Apartments, now called Corona Del Rey, 
was an eyesore and a haven for crime in the City of Corona. The deteriorated apartment 
buildings suffered from high vacancy rates and were unsafe for the residents who lived 
there.  In response to complaints, the City, in conjunction with a non-profit developer, 
Southern California Housing Corporation, joined together to rehabilitate the property. 
 
The complex consists of 160 two-bedroom units occupied by low- and moderate-income 
families.  The rehabilitation included adding site reconfiguration, new architectural 
treatments, new main entry, security gates, relocation of front doors, new porches, re-
roofing the entire apartment complex, stucco repairs, all new flooring,  
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window coverings, new or refurbished cabinets in all units, new plumbing, new 
appliances, and new laundry rooms.  The project also included fencing, interior and 
exterior lighting, painting, a swimming pool, playground, basketball court, picnic area, a 
community recreation center and landscaping throughout the project. 
 
Corona Del Rey is now an affordable housing community for residents making 80% or 
less of the median income for Riverside County.  The total amount for acquisition and 
rehabilitation for this project was $10.4 million.  The City committed $4.8 million 
towards the project.  Approximately $5 million was spent in rehabilitation costs and 
approximately $4.5 million for acquisition. 
 
The rehabilitation of the buildings was part of the City’s neighborhood revitalization 
program.  These new apartments are providing affordable housing to families living in 
the area.  The project was made possible by the City, working in partnership with the 
Riverside Economic Development Agency, the California Department of Housing and 
Community Development, Washington Mutual Bank and the Federal Home Loan Bank 
of San Francisco.  
 
Corona Del Rey demonstrates the remarkable turnaround that is possible when a 
building and its neighborhood are revitalized, as it went from having one of the worst 
housing and crime records in the City to seeing a 48% drop in crime reports for the 
building and 42% drop in crime reports for the surrounding area filed by the Corona 
Police Department.  The complex was completed in March 1999.  
 

  B. Private Sector Participation 
 
    During the 1998/99 reporting period, HOME Program funds were matched with 

$7,036,689.  HOME Program funds leveraged $104,615,103 in other funds, including 
the match funds.  HCD continues to encourage participation by the private sector by 
providing technical assistance regarding the HOME Program and attending and speaking 
at conferences and workshops where lenders and developers meet to discuss the best 
way to combine funds and efforts. 

 
    In the rating and ranking process for the general HOME Program, points are given for 

leverage of other funds, thereby encouraging applicants to utilize funding from other 
sources -- both governmental and non-governmental.  Rental projects are often financed 
with the use of State or federal tax credits and private financing.  First-time homebuyer 
projects are primarily financed with tax-exempt financing and private financing.  
Although not all activities lend themselves to participation by the private sector, such 
participation is encouraged where possible. 
 

C. Community Housing Development Organizations (CHDOs) 
 
  HCD has certified a total of 58 CHDOs and continues to work with additional non-

profit corporations to help them qualify for certification.  HCD currently requires 
CHDOs to become certified prior to applying for funds and limits State certification to 
three-year periods.  
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  The HOME Program federal regulations require that at least 15% of each HUD fiscal 
year award be allocated to CHDOs.  For the 1998 HUD allocation of $40,540,000, the 
required CHDO set-aside was $6,081,000.  During the reporting period, $7,733,264 
was awarded to 10 CHDOs (or 19% of the total allocation from HUD, exceeding the 
15% required). 

 
D. Affirmative Marketing 
 
  The contracts between the State, CHDOs and cities and counties (State recipients) 

delineate the responsibilities of each contractor for complying with the federal 
requirements.  Essentially, the requirements are that contractors must affirmatively 
encourage minority and women-owned small businesses to provide the services and/or 
products needed to complete HOME-assisted activities.  Contractors are advised of how 
to identify these businesses and how to design the scope of services and product 
purchases so small and minority or women-owned businesses can compete. 

 
  Minority Outreach:  HCD collects information and reports to HUD on the participation 

of minority and women-owned businesses, but the level of participation varies based on 
the amount and type of HOME-assisted activity that occurs during a reporting period 
and the decisions contractors make to acquire goods and services.  25 minority and 
women-owned businesses participated in FY 98/99.  This represents a decrease from the 
number reported in the 97/98 year because it includes only contracts for which a project 
completion report was filed during the 98/99 reporting period.  HCD will continue to 
promote this activity through NOFA training workshops and contract management 
workshops.  HCD will continue to monitor performance in this area and provide 
additional training and technical assistance as appropriate. 

 
E. On-Site Inspections of Rental Housing (per 24 CFR Part 91.520) 
 
  Required on-site inspections of the CHDO loan portfolio were made during FY 98/99, 

utilizing monitoring policies and procedures.  All 19 required long-term inspections of 
the CHDO and State Recipient loan portfolio were completed during FY 98/99, utilizing 
final monitoring policies and procedures.  

 
F. Program Income  
 
  The amount of program income collected by the State for FY 98/99 was $93,432.  This 

amount was awarded to the City of Hollister for use in their rental rehabilitation 
program.   

 
  The amount of program income collected by State recipients in FY 98/99 was 

$3,435,352, of which was $668,609 was used in conjunction with HOME funds to assist 
the households enumerated in Table 1.  In addition, program income alone assisted 185 
units (56 rental units and 91 owner-occupied units).  Thirty-eight units were under 
construction, although State recipients did not report on the tenure of these units.  In 
addition seven units were vacant.  
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  Of the households occupying these units, 48 had incomes of 30% or less of median 
income; 38 had incomes ranging from 30 to 50% of median income; 17 had incomes of 
from 50 to 60% of median income; and 37 had incomes ranging from 60 to 80% of 
median.  Additional details about units funded with program income appear in the 
following tables. 

 
Table 12 

HOME Program 
1998/99 Program Income 

Beneficiaries Assisted with HOME Funds 
No. of   Race/Ethnicity 

of 
  Size of   Type of  

Bedrooms #  Head of 
Household 

#  Household #  Household # 

0 – 0 bdrm 3  1 - White (non-
Hispanic) 

61  1 - 1 
Person 

57  1 - Single/  10 

1 – 1 bdrm 55  2 - Black (non-
Hispanic) 

3  2 - 2 
Persons 

 13       non-
Elderly 

 

2 – 2 bdrm 22  3 - Native Amer. 0  3 - 3 
Persons 

15  2 - Elderly 60 

3 – 3 bdrm 46  4 - Asian/Pacific 
Islander 

3  4 - 4 
Persons 

24  3 - Related/ 36 

4 – 4 bdrm 14  5 - Hispanic (all 
races) 

73  5 - 5 
Persons 

19       Single 
Parent 

 

5 – 5 bdrm or 0     6 - 6 
Persons 

9  4 - Related/ 30 

    more bdrms      7 - 7 
Persons 

3       2 Parent  

      8 - 8 or 
more          
  Persons 

0  5 - Other 4 

 
 
  G. Assessment of Performance 
 

In 1998/99, the HOME Program implemented final monitoring procedures and 
additional emphasis was devoted to close-out monitoring of contracts funded in prior 
years.  The program will need to continue this emphasis in the 99/00 program year. 
 
In March 1999, to ascertain the need for improvement in certain key areas of the 
program, the HOME program sent surveys to all recipients (cities, counties, and 
CHDOs) of HOME funds.  The survey asked customers to rate the responsiveness and 
courtesy of program staff, knowledge and effectiveness of staff, value of advice and 
technical assistance, quality of documentation provided by program, reasonableness of  
program rules, quality of workshops and training, fairness in implementing standards,  
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and overall experience with the program.  The survey also asked whether the 
respondent’s overall experience with the program has gotten better, stayed the same or 
gotten worse over the past year.  Forty-three surveys were completed and returned.  The 
comments are summarized and analyzed below:  
 
Responsiveness and Courtesy:  42% of respondents rated program staff as “good” in 
this area (rating factors were excellent, good, average, below average, poor.)  An 
“excellent” rating was given by 26% of respondents.  Staff were viewed as “average” by 
19% of respondents.  Only 2% of respondents rated program staff “poor” in this area 
and 12% was “below average”.   
 
Knowledge and Effectiveness:  62% of respondents found program staff to be “good” or 
“excellent” in this category (35% chose “good” and 25% selected “excellent”.  An 
additional 25% was “average”, with no one being found “poor”, and only 15% found 
“below average”. 
 
Value of Advice and T/A:  50% of respondents rated staff advice and T/A “good”, and 
18% was “excellent”.  An “average” rating of 15% and another 15% “below average”, 
with 3% rated “poor” in this area. 
 
Quality of Documentation:  78% of respondents rated HOME documents either 
“average” or “good” (35% “average”; 43% “good”), 14% “excellent”, 8% “below 
average” in quality and, none rated “poor” in this area.   
 
Reasonableness of Program Rules:  This was the lowest scoring category among those 
surveyed, demonstrating some dissatisfaction with program rules, most of which are 
federally-mandated.  33% of respondents rated program rules “poor” or “below 
average” in reasonableness (18% “poor”; 15% “below average”), with 8% “excellent” 
and, 18% “good” in this area. 
 
Quality of Workshops and Training:  The program scored fairly high in this category, 
with 58% of respondents rating workshops as “excellent” (8%) or “good” (50%), 28% 
“average”, 14% “below average” and, no one rated as “poor” in this area. 
 
Fairness in Implementing Standards:  42% of respondents rated fairness in implementing 
standards “good”, 33% “average”, 3% “excellent”, 15% “below average” and, 6% 
“poor” in this area. 
 
Overall Experience with the Program:  Respondents are generally happy with the 
program, with 57% saying their experience was either “good” (38%) or “average” 
(19%), 27% “average”, 14% “below average” and, 3% “poor” in this area. 
 
Over the previous 12 months, 30% of respondents said their overall experience with the 
program had gotten better, while 48% said it stayed the same, and 21% said it had 
gotten worse. 
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The survey’s highest ratings were in the areas of responsiveness and courtesy and value 
of advice and technical assistance, with knowledge and effectiveness, quality of 
documentation and quality of workshops also receiving high scores by respondents.  
Dissatisfaction expressed by respondents was with the rules of the program.  
 
The State HOME Program continued its efforts to improve program implementation 
through the following means: 
 
a.  During the 1998/99 reporting period, program staff is pursuing regulation changes 

which, if approved by the Office of Administrative Law, would change the current 
identification and set-up deadlines to benchmarks of progress and expenditure for 
programs funded by the HOME Program.  

 
b.  Program objectives and standards were established for the long-term management of 

loans made by State recipients or CHDOs to projects assisted with HOME Program 
funds.  
 

c. The State HOME Program staff received training from HUD on environmental 
review; this training will enable HCD staff to provide better assistance to local 
government and CHDO contractors. 

 
d. Four application training and four contract management workshops were conducted 

statewide during the reporting period.  The application training workshops assist 
applicants in understanding the process and preparing applications.  The contract 
management workshops assist contractors who received awards to understand their 
obligations under the terms of the HOME award. 



FY 1998/99                                        State of California 
CAPER 

36

III. Emergency Shelter Grant (ESG) Program  
 
 A. Resources Made Available 
 

The State ESG Program was allocated $5.714 million by HUD in FY 98/99.  Of this 
amount, $5.485 million was awarded to units of local government and nonprofit 
organizations for specific projects.  Funding was provided to 68 grantees. 
 
The ESG Program meets the needs of the homeless, including prevention of 
homelessness.  Only programs which provide both housing and supportive services are 
funded.  All ESG projects are thus supportive housing programs.  ESG also funds a 
variety of services to prevent homelessness, including eviction prevention, housing 
counseling, and legal representation. 
 
A wide variety of project types were assisted in FY 98/99, including emergency shelters 
serving homeless individuals and/or families, battered women, and homeless youth.  In 
addition, various building types were assisted, including grantee-owned buildings, leased 
and rented structures, scattered-site residences, motels, former hospitals, cold weather 
shelters, and churches.  The assistance to homeless individuals indicated in Table 2 
includes only a portion of the assistance (transitional or permanent housing) funded by 
the ESG Program. 
 
More than half of the awards were used for operations (55%), and nearly 30% was used 
for essential services (i.e., counseling and case management).  Approximately 5% of 
awards were used for shelter administration (the staff engaged in basic shelter 
operations).  Another 9% was used for Homeless Prevention activities (eviction 
prevention and assistance in moving into permanent housing).  The balance was used for 
grant administration. 
 
Funds are made available through a competitive process with all eligible applicants 
applying for funding annually.  Eligible applicants are located in those jurisdictions which 
either do not receive direct HUD ESG grants or do not participate in urban county 
agreements with counties that receive direct HUD grants.  In general, this means that all 
rural areas are eligible.  In urban areas, eligible jurisdictions are generally relatively 
smaller cities.  For example, in Los Angeles County, Norwalk is eligible, while the City 
of Los Angeles is not.  The distribution of 1998/99 funding is summarized below.  More 
detailed information on funding distribution is illustrated in Table 1.  
 
Geographic Distribution Organizational Distribution 
39% Southern California 79% Nonprofit organizations 
26% San Francisco Bay Area  10% Government organizations 
        (Sonoma & Solano counties) + Monterey Co. 11% Community Action Agencies 
17% Central California (Kings, San Benito, Tulare,  
 Yolo, Amador, Tuolumne, El Dorado, Nevada 
         counties) 
18%  Northern California (North of Yolo County) 

 
ESG funding leveraged more than $6 million of other funding, including private 
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donations, local government, state and other federal funding, as follows: 
 
    Percentage of  
    Total Leverage 
 Private donation        35% 

  Local Government        28% 
  Other State         18% 
  Other Federal         19% 
          100% 
 

B. Progress in Implementation 
 
 The rating process continued to focus on cost effectiveness.  This factor is very 

important because it is used to identify those applicants with the greatest need for ESG 
funds.  Applications are otherwise evaluated on the following factors:  supportive 
services, organization and staff experience, ability to complete the project in compliance 
with requirements within the maximum time frames, previous performance, and 
innovation. 

 
 In general, these criteria encourage applicants to operate programs with these 

characteristics:  comprehensive and intensive support services; stable staffing; carefully 
planned activities and expenses consistent with program requirements; strong need for 
ESG funds; relatively low total cost and ESG cost per bed of shelter; timely reporting; 
innovative program elements, including coordination with HUD’s local continuum of 
care planning process. 

 
 Other than these factors, there is no preference for type of programs.  As HUD’s 

Continuum of Care strategy illustrates, local communities should be able to make their 
own decisions regarding the type of project most suited to the needs of the homeless in 
their communities.  Thus, the ESG Program funds emergency, voucher, transitional, and 
follow-up programs; youth, single adult, families and domestic violence programs; small, 
medium and large size shelters; cold weather programs and year-round shelters; largely 
volunteer and largely paid staff programs; rural and urban projects. 

 
C. Assessment of Performance 
 
 A customer satisfaction survey was conducted in March/April 1999.  In addition to the 

300 homeless program grantees mailed to last year, the survey was also mailed to an 
additional 300 organizations which have expressed interest in the program (“interested 
parties”).  Four options are provided (excellent, good, poor, very poor) as well as a fifth 
factor (average).  In 1997, 94% rated the program excellent or good.  In 1998, the 
ratings were 85% excellent or good and, 12% average.  In 1999, 95% rated it excellent 
or good. 

 
 Comments were positive.  However, a significant number of respondents expressed 

concern regarding the complexity of the program rules and the NOFA and application 
forms.  The program has made progress in simplifying HUD’s complex program design 
by obtaining two waivers.  The first waiver eliminates the limit on counseling (no more 
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than 30% of award).  The second waiver eliminates HUD’s arbitrary limit as to when 
Homeless Prevention funds (used to prevent eviction and help homeless people obtain 
permanent housing) may be used.  HUD’s limit was to spend these funds between  
July 1 to November 30 each year.  The waiver allows these funds to be used throughout 
the year, including during winter, when the need for Homeless Prevention funds is 
greatest. 

 
 Depending on the capacity of the individual client to benefit from counseling, 

employment assistance, housing assistance, and other services, clients are either 
transitioned back into mainstream society or referred to programs which meet various 
other special needs.  After further assistance, some of these individuals can eventually be 
mainstreamed as well.  Others, for various reasons, may require a lifetime of assistance. 

 
 Beyond the benefits to individuals, the community as a whole benefits because the 

homeless population is receiving needed services.  This benefit, in fact, is often the 
reason Homeless Services are supported by local business owners and elected officials. 
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IV. Housing Opportunities for Persons with AIDS (HOPWA) Program 
 
 A. Resources Made Available 
 

The Office of AIDS (OA) in the Department of Health Services received $2,412,000 in 
HOPWA funds during FY 98/99, which is in part distributed by formula to 44 counties 
located outside of HOPWA Eligible Metropolitan Statistical Areas (EMSAs).  Grantees 
funded by HOPWA are illustrated in Table 13, which follows the HOPWA section.  The 
formula grants to these counties are based on the number of reported cases in each 
jurisdiction. 
 
This fiscal year, HOPWA also made $600,000 of its funding available for competitive 
housing awards through a Request for Applications.  
 
1.  Assessment of Three-to-Five Year Goals and Objectives: 
 

HOPWA provides a variety of housing opportunities and supportive services to 
homeless persons living with HIV/AIDS, and their families.  The HOPWA Program 
objectives are as follows: 
 
a)  to prevent homelessness among the target client population; and 
b)  alleviate homelessness among the target client population. 

 
These objectives are addressed by providing housing and appropriate supportive 
services to the homeless client population, as well as those households who are at 
risk of homelessness due to financial hardships caused by the disease. 
 
HOPWA funds are provided to county fiscal agents who allocate the funds to AIDS 
service organizations.  These organizations provide housing and supportive service 
assistance to HOPWA-eligible clients based upon their specific housing and service 
needs.   
 
Individuals and families, who are homeless, including those in transition from 
correctional institutions or homeless shelters, typically receive assistance from one or 
more of the following categories: 
 
Outreach activities Transitional housing   Supportive/independent living 
Hotel/motel vouchers Case management  Benefits counseling 
Supportive services (nutritional services, transportation, etc.) 
 
Many individuals and families are faced with financial problems due to the disease, 
and require short-term emergency assistance to maintain their current housing.  These 
"at risk" clients typically receive assistance from one or more of the following 
categories: 
 
Rental assistance Utility assistance  Mortgage assistance 
Case management Benefits counseling  Supportive services 
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2.  Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing 
 

Fair Housing and the alleviation of housing discrimination are at the forefront of the 
HIV/AIDS housing initiative.  HOPWA funds are provided for housing counseling 
activities and case managers have received educational materials regarding fair 
housing, the referral process and case investigation. 
 
The approach to addressing HOPWA discrimination may differ somewhat from other 
protected groups.  Confidentiality is of the utmost importance to these clients, and 
many People Living with Aids (PLWA) have chosen to retain their confidentiality by 
remaining undeclared in terms of their disability status when renting housing units.  
An effort is made, when developing affordable housing units for PLWA or providing 
housing assistance, to delete any reference to OA as the funding source due to the 
need to maintain confidentiality.  
 

3.  Affordable Housing 
 
HOPWA funds have typically been utilized to assist renters who are at risk of 
homelessness through the provision of short-term emergency rental assistance 
payments.  In an effort to promote the development of affordable permanent rental 
housing for PLWA, the OA developed the HOPWA Competitive Program, which 
was funded through HOPWA and State general funds.  These funds are made 
available to eleven counties within the State's jurisdiction that have the highest 
incidence of AIDS.  Those counties are:  Santa Cruz; Monterey; San Luis Obispo; 
Santa Barbara; Fresno; Kern; Stanislaus; San Joaquin; Solano; Sonoma; and Ventura. 
 Funds made available through the Competitive Program are available for the 
development of affordable housing units designated for PLWA and HIV.  This 
program has helped address the increasing need for affordable supportive housing 
throughout the more rural areas of California.  Additionally, this process has been the 
catalyst for bringing housing and service professionals together to create supportive 
housing projects and programs.   
 
Twenty units of affordable housing for PLWA were developed through the 
Competitive Program in 1999.  This included the acquisition of 17 units, including 3-
3 bedroom houses, 8-2 bedroom condominium apartments, 2-1 bedroom apartments, 
and a group home to house six individuals.  Three additional units are contracted to a 
lease buy-down program for a minimum of 10 years.  The $600,000 in HOPWA and 
State funds provided leveraged approximately $1 million in other local, State and 
federal funds.  An additional 2-bedroom unit was acquired with HOPWA formula 
funds.  
 
Development of programs to address long-term housing needs, however, continues to 
be an ongoing need and a priority of HOPWA.  Short-term housing assistance, which 
has been a long-standing need among PLWA, must also continue to be addressed.  
HOPWA is one of few funding sources available for the provision of emergency 
rental assistance, and the OA has provided a large percentage of the available 
resources to service agencies for the provision of this assistance. 
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Table 13 
HOPWA PROGRAM 
Program Year 1998/99 

Geographic Distribution of Persons Assisted 
 

County 
 
 

Renters 
Totals 

 
 

Owners 
Totals 

Total 
Renters 

and 
Owners 

 
Total 
Public 

Facilities 

Projects 
Completed 

AIDS 
Facilities 

METROPOLITAN COUNTIES:      
Ventura  120 9 129   
Imperial  18 1 19   
     Regional Subtotal 138 10 148   
      
Sonoma 333 0 333   
Solano  113 3 116   
Napa 28 1 29   
     Regional Subtotal 474 4 478   
      
Sutter  4 0 4   
Yolo 34 0 34   
Yuba 5 2 7   
     Regional Subtotal 43 2 45   
      
Fresno 134 8 142   
Madera 32 0 32   
Kern 430 15 445   
San Joaquin 49 1 50  1 
Stanislaus 60 6 66   
Merced 27 2 29   
Tulare 36 1 37   
Kings 23 2 25   
     Regional Subtotal 791 35 826   
      
Monterey  89 6 95   
San Luis Obispo  54 5 59   
Santa Barbara  45 1 46  1 
Santa Cruz  93 8 101   
San Benito 5 1 6   
     Regional Subtotal 286 21 307   
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Butte 29 5 34   
Shasta 39 2 41   
Tehama 4 0 4   
Glenn 2 0 2   
Colusa 0 0 0   
     Regional Subtotal 74 7 81   
      
METROPOLITAN COUNTIES 
TOTAL: 

1,806 79 1,885   

      
NON-METROPOLITAN:      
Del Norte (none) 0 0 0   
Humboldt  70 7 77   
Mendocino  47 4 51   
Lake  26 0 26   
Siskiyou 14 0 14   
Modoc 1 0 1   
Trinity (see Shasta) 0 0 0   
Lassen 10 0 10   
Plumas 3 0 3   
Sierra (none) 0 0 0   
Nevada 20 5 25   
     Regional Subtotal 191 16 207   
      
Amador 6 0 6   
Alpine (none) 0 0 0   
Calaveras 12 2 14   
Tuolumne 12 1 13   
Mariposa (see Fresno) 0 0 0   
Mono (none) 0 0 0   
Inyo (none) 0 0 0   
     Regional Subtotal 30 3 33   
      
NON-METROPOLITAN TOTAL: 221 19 240   
     Total State 2027 98 2125  2 

 
 

Emergency rental/mortgage/utility assistance and supportive services were provided 
to 3,766 households.  This assistance alleviated impending homelessness by 
providing the support necessary for these households to remain in their existing 
homes. 
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4. Continuum of Care  
 
 The Continuum of Care is a widely-used term that describes the process of providing 

adequate housing opportunities for persons who are homeless.  The range of housing 
opportunities is tailored to fit the specific housing and service needs of the client.  
Continuum of Care is also a term used to describe the services needed to maintain 
health for PLWAs.  These services are also tailored to fit the specific needs of 
PLWAs as they progress through their illness. 

 
 For homeless people with HIV/AIDS, the Continuum of Care process typically 

provides housing and services as a person leaves homelessness and moves into an 
emergency shelter, through a transitional facility, progresses to supportive 
independent living, and then ultimately to an end-stage licensed facility, nursing 
home or a hospital.  The HOPWA Program has historically provided assistance for 
the development and operations of housing at all stages of this continuum. 

 
 The Continuum of Care, however, has recently been redefined as a result of the 

successes of the new protease inhibitor AIDS medications.  For a large percentage 
of PLWAs who are taking these life-prolonging medications, assistance is provided 
as a person progresses through the continuum (emergency housing, transitional, 
independent living and end-stage care).  However, many PLWAs who have gone 
through the continuum are now experiencing better health and are leaving the 
hospices to return to independent living.  Conversely, many people are not able to 
take these new medications and, unfortunately, will continue to require specialized 
housing assistance, including end-stage hospice care.  For this reason, it has been a 
challenge to determine the future housing needs for PLWAs.  

 
 The homeless population is in a particularly vulnerable situation in terms of these 

new drugs.  Due to their unstable living situations, many of the homeless PLWAs 
who are able to access services are unable to adequately take these new medications 
due to the strict adherence requirements.  Some of these medications need to be 
refrigerated, and have serious side effects that are difficult to address when living on 
the streets.  Additionally, many homeless people are not experiencing success with 
these medications because they are typically not diagnosed with the disease until the 
later stages due to their inability to access health care.  For these reasons, the need 
to alleviate homelessness among PLWAs is not only a housing issue, but also a 
public health issue.  

 
 The OA addresses the needs of PLWAs who are homeless or at risk of homelessness 

through the actions described in Table 14. 
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Table 14 

HOPWA Program 
Types of Services Provided 

Housing Needs Assessments 
1. Countywide assess- 

ments to determine 
needs of PLWAs 

2. Specialized outreach to 
determine needs of the 
disenfranchised 

Emergency Assistance 
1. Rental vouchers 
2. Motel vouchers 
3. Utility assistance 
4. Mortgage assistance 
5. Supportive services  
 

Transitional Assistance  
Transitional housing for 
PLWAs transitioning from 
homelessness and/or 
incarceration 
 
 

Independent Living 
1. Development of 

independent living units 
2. Supportive services to 

assist PLWAs in living 
independently 

3. HIV/AIDS-specific 
TBRA programs funded 
with HOPWA and 
HOME Program funds 

Supportive Housing 
1. Supportive living units 
2. Operational funds for 

licensed and unlicensed 
end stage care facilities 

 
 

Other Services 
1. Technical assistance to 

assist AIDS service 
organizations in 
accessing other federal 
and state housing funds 

2. Outreach 
3. Case management  
4. Benefits counseling  
5. Supportive services  
6. Food, transportation, 

counseling services 
tailored to PLWAs who 
are transitioning from 
homelessness 

 
 
Additionally, the OA administers the Ryan White CARE Act (Act) funding for the 
State.  Approximately $4 million is made available annually through the Act to the 
44 counties in which the State administers the HOPWA Program.  The Act and 
HOPWA funds are integrated to allow a seamless approach to the delivery of 
housing and services.  These services, when used in conjunction with HOPWA-
funded housing, provide the level of assistance needed to prevent homelessness, and 
address the emergency needs of these clients.   
 

5. Other Actions 
 
 The OA has developed a method by which a portion of the HOPWA funds is 

targeted for the development of affordable housing units for PLWAs.  This approach 
was also developed to encourage the creation of collaborative efforts between HIV 
Care Consortia, AIDS service organizations and housing agencies, which is essential 
to the development of quality housing projects and programs.  Funds are made 
available for projects located in the eleven counties with the highest incidence of 
AIDS:  Sonoma; Santa Cruz; Fresno; Kern; Santa Barbara; San Luis Obispo; 
Ventura; Solano; Stanislaus; San Joaquin and Monterey. 
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 The OA distributed a Request for Applications, which announced the availability of 
competitive housing funds.  Three projects received funding awards totaling 
$195,000, which leveraged $2 million in other resources and provided 22 units of 
affordable housing for PLWAs and their families.  These projects consist of a 9-unit 
apartment building, a 4-unit apartment project and a 5-bedroom transitional home 
for persons leaving an emergency shelter. 

 
 Ongoing technical assistance is being provided to agencies interested in the 

development of affordable housing for PLWAs.  This assistance has resulted in the 
development of two additional supportive housing projects. 

 
6. Leveraging Resources 
 
 HOPWA funds earmarked for rental assistance typically do not leverage other 

housing funding.  However, the capital development projects leveraged HOME and 
CDBG funds, as well as local housing trust funds.  Approximately $4 million was 
leveraged in the Act funding for supportive services. 

 
 Local fiscal agents and service providers have been successful in leveraging 

additional resources through Section 8, HOME, and other local housing programs.  
The use of Section 8, Shelter Plus Care, and HOME TBRA has allowed service 
providers to be able to move clients from emergency housing, which is quite 
tenuous, to permanent housing. 

 
 The process for awarding HOPWA funds for capital development was done in a 

manner that promotes greater leveraging of other financing.  Additional points are 
granted for highly-leveraged projects, as well as projects that can demonstrate a 
long-term commitment to the provision of supportive services funding. 

 
7. Citizen Participation 
 
 The HOPWA Program is administered through county HIV Care Consortia, which 

are comprised of PLWA volunteers, people who are affected by the disease, public 
health officials, housing officials, AIDS service providers and other interested 
parties.  These planning bodies set needs and priorities.  Through these HIV Care 
Consortia, we receive ongoing input regarding the use and administration of the 
HOPWA Program. 

 
 In addition, the OA continues to receive advisory recommendations from the 

Statewide HIV Comprehensive Center for Aid Research and Education (CARE) 
Working Group which is comprised of public health officials, AIDS service 
organizations, State representatives, consumers, and other interested parties. 
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8. Self-Evaluation 
 
 The HOPWA-funded activities are addressing the immediate needs of a portion of 

the homeless population with HIV/AIDS, as well as the needs of the individuals and 
families who are at risk of homelessness.  HOPWA is one of the only affordable 
housing programs available that can provide short-term emergency assistance to help 
maintain an individual in his/her home. 

 
 Barriers Encountered:  The State-administered HOPWA Program addresses the 

housing needs throughout a 44 county region of California.  The barriers 
encountered in many of the remote rural areas of this region include the lack of 
capacity, lack of resources, political and geographic barriers. 

 
 Another barrier is the lack of resources for the development of HIV/AIDS housing.  

These housing projects do not generate enough income to cover debt service and 
operational costs, therefore creating a need for donations and other grant funds.   

 
 Currently, many AIDS service agencies are experiencing a marked decrease in 

donations and are unable to count on these funds to help maintain the ongoing 
operations of HIV/AIDS facilities. 

 
 This barrier is being addressed by increasing the level of technical assistance by OA 

staff in the development of resources.  Ongoing education regarding other housing 
programs is made available, including periodic distribution of funding alerts 
regarding other HUD and State funding opportunities.  In addition, the OA has 
referred AIDS Housing of Washington to many agencies for technical assistance in 
the development of affordable HIV/AIDS housing.  

 
 Status of Grant Programs:  The administration of the HOPWA Program is on 

schedule.  HOPWA funds are awarded by contract on a one-year basis, therefore 
most funds are expended within that period.  Any funds not expended at the end of 
the one-year contract period are recommitted to another HOPWA-eligible use and 
expended immediately.  Grant funds are committed and disbursed on a timely basis. 
Funds are invoiced and disbursed on a monthly basis. Major program goals are on 
target.  The 1999 Request for Applications for competitive housing funds will be 
distributed in September, with project awards made in December.  

 
 Recommendations for Improvement:  The limit of 30% of household income to be 

used for rent is difficult to underwrite, especially when additional long-term rental 
subsidies are difficult to access.  Establishment of rents similar to the HOME 
Program, would make the development of affordable units more feasible.  
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      Table 15 
      HOPWA Program Persons Assisted 

Population Served Persons Assisted 
Homeless Population  
   Clients 2,382 
   Family members 1,383 
Non-Homeless Population       1 
TOTAL: 3,766 

 
       Number of Family Units: 

 
Number assisted 

 
853 

 
           Table 16 

  Ethnicity Of HOPWA Persons Assisted 
Ethnic Group Persons Assisted 

Hispanic    893 
White 2,075 
African American   628 
Native American    94 
Asian/Pacific    26 
Other    50 
    Total 3,766 

 
 

         Table 17 
             Supportive Services Provided 

                         (not including Housing Assistance) 
Services Provided Persons Assisted 

Public Services  
  Transportation  201 
  Substance Abuse Services   13 
  Employment Training    0 
  Fair Housing Counseling   38 
  Tenant/landlord Counseling   73 
  Child Care services     0 
  Health Services   58 
  Other services 988 
Accessibility Services          0 
    Total 1,371 
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Table 18 
Summary of HOPWA Program 

Community Development Accomplishments 
for Public Facilities and Improvements 

Public Need Category Projects Assisted Projects Completed 
Public Facilities   
AIDS Facilities 0 0 
  Other 2 2 

 
Table 19 

Summary of HOPWA Housing Accomplishments 
 

Priority Need Category 
 
Persons Assisted 

 
RENTERS 

 

 
  0 – 30% of MFI 

 
      1,416 

  31% - 50% of MFI          427 
  51% - 80% of MFI          184 
  Total Renters       2,027 
 
OWNERS 

 

 
  0 – 30% of MFI 

 
          45 

 
  31% - 50% of MFI 

 
          27 

 
  51% - 80% of MFI 

 
          26 

  Total Owners           98 
 
HOMELESS 

 

  Individuals        209 
  Families          48 
  Total        257 
    Total  
 

    2,382 

 
 

Overview of Accomplishments:  The OA made significant changes to the 
administration of the State HOPWA Program in 1997.  A dual approach in allocating 
HOPWA funds was established and has proven successful.  In an effort to encourage 
the development of affordable long-term HIV/AIDS housing, 11 counties were 
designated eligible to begin the development of this type of housing.  The other 33 
counties were determined to be too small, less impacted by the disease, and  
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without the resources to begin the development of housing.  These 33 counties 
continued to receive formula funding, which is typically used for short-term rental, 
utility and mortgage assistance. 
 
The following 11 counties were designated eligible to begin development of long-
term units with HOPWA funds for PLWAs:   

 
 Fresno   Sonoma  Kern   Stanislaus 
 Monterey  San Joaquin  Santa Cruz  San Luis Obispo 
 Santa Barbara  Ventura  Solano 
 

These counties also continue to receive formula funding.  However, 10% of their 
annual formula funding is now setaside as a pool to be used in conjunction with 
disencumbered funds and any available State funds to fund the HOPWA Competitive 
Program. 
 
The HOPWA Competitive Program funds are used for rehabilitation, new 
construction, acquisition, and long-term lease subsidies.  In addition, housing staff 
was hired or consulted in an effort to increase HIV/AIDS housing capacity.  AIDS 
Housing of Washington has been instrumental in furthering the development of long-
term units of HIV/AIDS housing.  They have provided technical assistance to many 
of the 11 counties. 
 
The Program was funded at $600,000 this year, including State and “rollover” funds. 
 These funds were made available to the 11 aforementioned counties for the 
development of long-term HIV/AID housing projects. 
 
Six projects, for a total of $600,000, were approved.  They included a 5-bedroom 
group home for homeless individuals with HIV/AIDS.  This project was in danger of 
foreclosure after being abandoned in bankruptcy by another non-profit.  The 
HOPWA funds were used as part of the acquisition costs.   
 
Another project consists of 2 two-bedroom apartments designated for HIV/AIDS 
clients referred by a local AIDS service organization.  These units are located in 
separate condominium developments.  These units will be designated for HIV/AIDS 
clients for a minimum of twenty years. 
 
The third project is the construction of 2 three-bedroom houses for clients with 
HIV/AIDS and their families.  A non-profit housing corporation who will also own 
the units is developing the project.  A local AIDS service organization will provide 
services and screen residents.  The units will remain designated for clients with 
HIV/AIDS for a minimum of 20 years. 
 
The fourth project involves the acquisition of four condominium apartment units in a 
Central Valley community. The units will be rehabilitated, then rented to PLWAs for 
a minimum of 30 years. 
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In another valley community, a local housing nonprofit is designating 3 apartment 
units for use in a lease buydown program for PLWAs.  Affordability is guaranteed 
for the life of the ten-year subsidy. 
 
In a coastal community, a three-bedroom house with two apartments on the same lot 
was purchased for use as long-term housing.    
 
Most projects were highly leveraged, which is essential when using limited HOPWA 
funding.  Additionally, these projects demonstrate strong collaborative efforts 
between housing nonprofits, local housing agencies and AIDS service providers. 
 
Another outcome of this effort is the increase in awareness among housing 
nonprofits and local housing agencies in regards to the need for HIV/AIDS housing. 
We are now witnessing increased participation by housing professionals at local HIV 
Care Consortia meetings.  Housing subcommittees are forming.  Special needs 
housing is being discussed and developed that will provide housing for HIV/AIDS 
clients as well as clients with mental and other disabilities.  These collaborations are 
proving to be successful. 
 
Barriers:  The most frequently discussed barrier to the HOPWA Program is the lack 
of funding.  The formula used to allocate HOPWA funds to the 44 counties 
participating in the State HOPWA Program is based upon the number of PLWAs in 
these counties.  When the formula is run, the approximate annual funding for each 
person is $575.  In addition, the formula is based on AIDS cases.  Many of the 
recipients of assistance are HIV+.  Without accurate numbers for HIV cases, it is not 
possible to determine if the distribution of funds is equitable.  
 
Recognizing this problem, the OA has increased technical assistance efforts to 
provide AIDS service providers with a better understanding of the other affordable 
housing resources available.  HOME and Section 8 funds have been targeted, and a 
few counties have been quite successful in lobbying for additional certificates and 
vouchers. Several State HOPWA recipients are experimenting with “lease 
buydowns” to create additional affordable housing units. 
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  V. Other Actions Undertaken  
 
 A. Public Policies 
 

In the period July 1998 through June 1999, the State implemented the Public Policy 
activities as proposed in the 1995-2000 Consolidated Plan, including activities which 
promote affordable housing and removal of regulatory barriers.  These include activities 
of the Division of Housing Policy Development (HPD).  Examples of these activities 
included: general plan housing element review; publishing and distributing reports on 
housing and distributing other publications; technical assistance calls, letters, and visits; 
operation of a database of affordable housing funding programs; and analysis of 
legislative proposals. 
 
1. HPD reviewed and issued written findings on 38 draft and adopted housing 

elements submitted by cities and counties.  As of June 30, 1999, 68% of the State's 
cities and counties had housing elements which HPD had found in compliance with 
State law.  HPD also continued to work with interested parties on reform of housing 
element law. 
 

2. HPD (exclusive of other divisions) responded to 2,008 requests for information on 
housing issues and financial resources, data, and implementation of laws. 

 
3. HPD monitored and/or prepared analyses for several hundred State legislative 

proposals relating to housing and land-use regulation. 
 
4. HPD staff made presentations on affordable housing or redevelopment at numerous 

conferences: League of Cities Centennial Annual Conference, Better Cities - A Better 
Life; 1998 Non-Profit Housing Annual Conference - Partnership and Alliances: 
Building a Sustainable Web; California Redevelopment Association & HCD’s 
Residential Redevelopment Seminar & Relocation Workshop; Association of Bay 
Area Government’s Fostering Community Acceptance of Affordable Housing - Legal 
and Planning Issues; Housing California ’99 Conference - 20th Annual Housing 
Conference; Western Riverside Council of Government Subregional Housing Needs 
Assessment Forum on Housing Needs and Issues; and California Coalition for Rural 
Housing Project’s Inclusionary Housing Conference. 

 
  5. HPD certified jurisdictions’ proposed housing activities as being consistent 

with the Consolidated Plan for funding applications.  The Division has provided 18 
“Certification for Consistency” letters to various organizations. 
 

6.  HPD published annual reports on the housing activities of California’s numerous 
redevelopment agencies.  The reports for fiscal years 1996/97 and 1997/98 
established agencies’ total housing fund balances were over $1.5 billion and $1.4 
billion, respectively.  

 
7. HPD distributed all of the aforementioned publications to thousands of interested 

parties throughout the State, and also sent out 474 publications that were specifically 
requested by callers. 
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8. HPD responded to requests for housing and economic development funding sources 
using the Clearinghouse for Affordable Housing, Community & Economic 
Development, a computerized database system providing up-to-date information on 
affordable housing funding sources.  The Clearinghouse includes data on over 400 
sources of housing funding from federal, State, and local entities as well as private 
funding sources including foundations and lending institutions.   

 
 B. Institutional Structure and Intergovernmental Cooperation 
 

During FY 98/99, HCD, the California Housing Finance Agency (CHFA), and the Tax 
Credit Allocation Committee (TCAC) continued to collaborate on program delivery.  
Coordination between the three agencies is also accomplished through overlapping 
board memberships.  HCD's Director serves on the board of CHFA, and also serves as a 
member of TCAC, along with the Director of CHFA.  
 
The State agencies which administer the federal assistance programs covered by the 
State Consolidated Plan also coordinate with other program providers, local, other 
State, and federal governmental entities, non- and for-profit entities, professional 
organizations, interest groups, and other parties interested in the implementation of 
federal programs.   
 
HCD sponsors annual workshops at regional locations regarding program application 
procedures and grant management requirements for the various federal programs.  HCD 
staff participated in meetings with professional associations, including the League of 
California Cities, the Rural Builders Council of California, the California County 
Commissioners Association, the California County Planning Directors Association, the 
Building Industry Association, the California Redevelopment Association, the American 
Planning Association, the Coastal Commission, Southern California Association of 
Governments and a host of other organizations that have an interest in the State's 
implementation of HUD programs. 
 
The State Working Group on the Homeless, facilitated by the Department of Economic 
Opportunity, includes representatives of many State and local public and private 
agencies, and meets quarterly to discuss the needs of the homeless and coordination of 
resources available to address those needs.  Specific topics of discussion included use of 
military armories for cold weather homeless shelters, armory replacement projects, 
HUD homeless programs, mental health homeless programs, and the impact of welfare 
reform upon homelessness.  Represented agencies include those which provide shelter 
to the homeless as well as health care, mental illness, alcohol and drug abuse, 
employment and other related supportive service agencies. 
 
The OA has continued to coordinate with numerous other State, federal and local 
agencies in the development of HOPWA. 
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C. Lead-Based Paint Hazard Reduction 
 
 Use of Funds 
 

The Department of Community Services and Development (CSD) was awarded two 
three-year contracts (Round I and III) by HUD totaling over $12 million.  The primary 
focus of these funds is to provide lead hazard control services to privately-owned 
residential units occupied by low-income households. 
 
Utilizing these funds, CSD has established an infrastructure of lead hazard control 
service providers.  Ten Community-Based Organizations (CBOs) serve 13 counties with 
lead hazard control inspections and work utilizing state-certified inspectors and work 
crews (Table 20 illustrates funding distribution).  All but one of these CBOs have 
existing weatherization contracts with CSD.  This allows them to leverage federal Low-
Income Home Energy Assistance Program (LIHEAP) and Department of Energy (DOE) 
funds in the same projects.  The CBOs also match the HUD funds with contributions 
from the project owners. 

 
Table 20 

CSD Program 
Funding Distribution for Lead Program 

Community-Based 
Organization 

Counties Served Round of 
Funding 

Contract 
Amount 

Match/Leverage 
Generated 

Community Resources 
Project 

Colusa, Sacramento & San 
Joaquin 

III $350,000 $54,567 

Economic & Social 
Opportunities 

Santa Clara III  300,000 66,367 

Maravilla Foundation Los Angeles I 275,000 25,188 
  III 616,184 84,190 
Metropolitan Area 
Advisory Committee 

San Diego I 75,000 600,000 (HOME 
funds) 

  III 265,000 26,425 
Proteus, Incorporated Fresno, Kings & Tulare I 150,000 10,600 
  III 691,000 34,439 
Redwood Community 
Action Agency 

Humboldt III 233,000 201,238 

San Bernardino County 
Community Services 

San Bernardino I 219,200 18,890 

  III 624,010 40,014 
San Mateo Community 
Action Agency  

San Mateo III 180,000 102,026 

SF Economic Opportunity 
Council 

San Francisco I $125,000 0 

  III 224,816 0 
Pacific Asian Consortium 
on Employment 

Inspection Services in 
Southern California & Bay 
Area 

I 50,000 0 

  III 58,000 30,252 
Total   $4,436,210 $1,294,196 
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CSD also has four state-certified Inspectors/Risk Assessors, Project Supervisors/ 
Monitors on staff.  These inspectors provide a full array of inspection services including 
initial inspections, work write-up and cost estimates (SpecMaster), project monitoring 
and clearance inspections. 
 
In addition, HUD funds have been used for a statewide education and outreach program 
managed by the CBO, Fresno Economic Opportunity Commission (Fresno EOC).  With 
the assistance of its subcontractor, Richard Heath and Associates, Fresno EOC has 
provided state-accredited trainings for over 700 certifications for lead hazard control 
professionals, and provided lead hazard awareness trainings to over 1,000 professionals 
who work with children/housing.  Fresno EOC has also provided five Lead-Safe 
Weatherization workshops throughout the State to CSD’s network of weatherization 
providers.  This $350,000 contract with Fresno EOC has been matched with $40,000 of  
in kind contributions.   
 
CSD has received a $250,000 Environmental Justice grant from EPA.  Matching funds 
in the amount of $28,180 will be generated through CSD’s subcontractors.  With these 
funds, CSD has trained another 100 low-income Californians as lead certified workers.  
CSD had public health outreach workers in San Bernardino and Tulare Counties go into 
the homes of 100 low-income families with young children to reduce the hazards of 
lead-based paint through instruction on home maintenance practices.  CSD had the 
public health outreach workers return to 50 of these homes to assess the impact of the 
instruction. 
 

D. Overview of Program Accomplishments 
 

Cumulatively, CSD has provided over 1,800 initial inspections of residential units and 
completed lead hazard control work in over 840 residential units.  CSD has also 
provided DHS-approved trainings resulting in over 800 certifications of lead hazard 
control professionals.  In addition, DHS has issued over 5,500 certifications to lead 
hazard control professionals and over 2,300 annual recertifications.  These combined 
activities have provided the infrastructure of a lead hazard control industry in California. 
 CSD has matched the $12 million of HUD funds with almost $1.9 million of local funds 
and leveraged $600,000 in HOME funds. 
 
CSD applied for the Round VII NOFA for Lead Hazard Control in Low- and Moderate-
Income Private Housing to continue and decentralize the existing Lead Hazard Control 
Program. 
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E. Low-Income Housing Tax Credit 
 

The Low-Income Housing Tax Credit (LIHTC) Program, which is administered by 
TCAC, is used by some rental projects awarded State HOME funds.  Once a new 
allocation is received from the federal government, distribution of the new annual federal 
allocation commences, along with the State low-income housing tax credits, which are 
available for use in conjunction with federal low-income housing tax credits.  
 
A Qualified Allocation Plan (QAP) and TCAC Regulations, amended in June 1999, 
governs the administration of the federal and State tax credits.  The QAP includes 
polices which promote coordination of the federal and State tax credits with other 
housing programs including HOME funds.  For example, the three priorities used for 
allocating State credits include the following priorities relative to project with HOME 
funds: 
 
1.  Projects using HOME funds with projects not eligible for the 130% basis 

adjustment, pursuant to Internal Revenue Code Section 42(d)(5)(C). 
 

2. Other projects using HOME funds which demonstrate a need for State credit as 
match for the HOME funds.  The local jurisdiction or CHDO must provide a letter 
stating why it cannot provide the match.  

 
F. Furthering Fair Housing 

 
HCD continued to implement its 1996 “Furthering Fair Housing” Plan during the FY 
98/99 planning period.  This included outreach to fair housing groups. 
 
In May of 1999, HCD’s housing element review staff attended a Fair Housing 
Conference in Ventura, sponsored by the California Coalition for Rural Housing Project. 
 The Conference provided an overview of State and federal fair housing laws and the 
local requirements for affirmatively furthering fair housing law.  One of the panels 
covered Land Use and Housing Approvals and the application of federal and State law 
to land-use decisions and siting, issues that are dealt with in a locality’s housing element. 
 The panel discussions and the round table luncheon discussions provided staff the 
opportunity to learn more about the implementation of the laws at the local level and 
problems encountered by developers in finding sites and having special needs projects 
approved at the local level. 
 
HCD continued to use CDBG and HOME staff as equal opportunity and fair housing 
specialists.  The specialists’ duties included monitoring all relevant HUD bulletins and 
notices; disseminating new information to both State CDBG and HOME staff and local 
program operators; and providing assistance to ESG staff regarding compliance with 
equal opportunity and fair housing requirements.   
 
Federal and State requirements are described in HCD’s training manuals and at training 
sessions.  Staff uses an equal opportunity checklist to monitor compliance for each 
activity funded with CDBG and HOME funds.  
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HCD utilizes State housing element law to encourage local governments to implement 
land-use policies which encourage fair housing and the construction of affordable 
housing.  During HCD’s mandated review of local housing elements, it identifies local 
land-use policies that have the potential to discriminate against low-income families and 
provides technical assistance to encourage land-use policies that facilitate equal housing 
opportunities. 
 
HCD intervenes when necessary to educate local governments where land-use or zoning 
policies effect of discriminating against low-income households.  HCD regularly collects 
and distributes information about available resources and strategies to combat NIMBY 
(Not-In-My-Backyard) sentiments.  This information is available upon request and 
distributed at conferences and workshops.  The Department of Fair Employment and 
Housing (DFEH) continued to enforce fair housing laws and publish and disseminate 
educational materials.  The Department of Real Estate’s continuing education 
requirements for realtors continues to require a three-hour course in fair housing.  
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Response to Public Comments on Draft CAPER 
and Proposed Amendments 

 
 
 

1. Question: State Objectives for the CDBG Program 
 

HCD should consider adding a fifth State Objective, for projects or activities that 
directly serve Special Needs populations (farmworkers, persons with HIV/AIDS or 
other chronic illnesses, persons with mental or physical disabilities, seniors, veterans, 
large families). 

 
Response:   CDBG will be proposing to add another State objective this year which 
focuses of the Farmworker population.  At this point, it is still in a concept phase.  Other 
than that, we will be proposing to keep the state objectives we had in place last year.  All 
will be handled through the Consolidated Plan update, which includes citizen 
participation. 

 
2. Question:  Assessment of HOME Program performance 

 
The report states that “The only real dissatisfaction expressed by respondents 
concerned the program’s rules”.  This implies that all other expressions of 
dissatisfaction were not real or genuine, and it is recommended that this sentence be 
changed to “Respondents expressed dissatisfaction only with the rules of the program.” 

 
Response:  HCD agreed with your comment.  The sentence has been revised. 

 
3. Question:  Assessment of ESG Program performance 

 
The report states that “Beyond the benefits to individuals, the community as a whole 
benefits because the population is getting needed services rather than “hanging out” in 
business areas, walking the streets or sleeping in unsanctioned locations.”  This part of 
the sentence should be reworded or deleted, as there are non-homeless individuals that 
also “hang out” for long periods of time at business establishments (such as coffee 
shops) without causing a disturbance or nuisance, and they are usually not viewed or 
treated as negatively as homeless individuals who act in the same manner. 

 
Response:  HCD agreed with your comment.  The sentence referring to “hanging out” 
has been deleted. 
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Appendix A 

 
Tenant Assistance/Relocation Provisions of 

 
HOME PROGRAM 

 
 

Following are descriptions of how the HOME Program addresses four procedural areas regarding 
tenant relocation and assistance requirements. 
 
a.  The steps taken to minimize displacement as a result of a project assisted under the HOME 
 Program: 
 

Statewide application and contract management workshops continue to emphasize the 
importance of selecting projects that are available for rehabilitation without relocation of 
residents.  The costs associated with relocation are highlighted in the workshops so that 
potential applicants understand the necessity to consider the costs of relocation when 
determining project feasibility. 
 

b. The steps taken to (a) identify in a timely manner all persons who occupy the site of a project 
assisted under the HOME Program, (b) determine whether or not they will be required to 
move permanently as a result of the project; (c) ensure issuance of timely information notices 
to them, and(d) identification of the entity issuing notices in connection with projects carried 
out by a third party (e.g., private-owner rehabilitation): 

 
 The State requires that contractors submit a certification regarding the existence of a 

relocation plan prior to setting up a project.  Included in the relocation plan that is specific to 
their projects is a description of the relocation needs of the project.  HOME staff review all 
material submitted by CHDOs and State Recipients for actions that may involve relocation.  
Where appropriate, recipients are advised of any additional requirements.  At the management 
workshops, which are held after awards are made and all contracts with State recipients and 
CHDOs have been executed, HOME contractors are provided information that describes the 
requirements of relocation law, including the timing of notices that must be issued in a timely 
fashion.  The workshops are supported by a Contract Management Manual, which contains 
detailed information regarding relocation and all other Federal overlay issues. Notices 
regarding relocation requirements are issued by CHDOs and State Recipients where the 
projects are carried out by a third party. 

 
c.  The cause (a) of any displacement (e.g., acquisition, rehabilitation) of households, 

businesses and nonprofit organizations indicated in Part V of Form HUD-40107, that 
occurred during the reporting period, (b) whether the financial assistance was at Uniform 
Relocation Act levels, the levels under section 104(d) of the Housing and Community 
Development Act of 1974, as amended, or at levels provided under an optional relocation 
policy (if the latter, attach a copy of optional policies), and (c) the extent to which assistance 
was provided through tenant-based rental assistance (e.g., Section 8 Rental Certificates or 
Vouchers): 
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Tenant displacement (a) was caused by the rehabilitation of units with HOME funds; (b) the 
relocation financial assistance was provided at Uniform Relocation Act levels based on 
information available from monitoring contractors; and (c) rental assistance through Section 8 
was not reported by contractors.   
 
d. The steps taken to coordinate the provision of housing assistance and the delivery of services 

to occupants of project sites, whether or not displaced, including a description of special 
services provided: 

 
Although monitoring conducted during the reporting period found no permanent displacement 
and no special services, the HOME program recommends that contractors provide the 
following services:  housing information to help them find another suitable and affordable 
dwelling; financial assistance to ensure that the temporary or permanent replacement housing 
is affordable and attainable; temporary benefits such as provision of hotel and meal costs for 
temporary displacement during rehabilitation; and tenants are informed about the availability 
of special services, such as childcare, special educational opportunities and support services. 
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Appendix B 
Geographic Distribution of CDBG, ESG, & HOME Program Awards FY 1998/99 

 
    PROJECTED 

COUNTY CDBG HOME ESG PERSON 
SHELTER 

DAYS 

HOUSEHOLDS 
ASSISTED 

PERSONS 
ASSISTED 

BUSINESS/J
OBS 

PLANNING 
GRANTS 

Los Angeles County         
1736 Family Crisis Center   $62,019 13,782     
Upward Bound   $65,000 14,444     
So. CA Alcohol and Drug Programs  $68,000 15,111     
Stop Homelessness in the Rio Hondo Area  $289,000 64,222     
Su Casa Family Crisis and Support Center  $68,000 15,111     
Peace & Joy Care Center   $60,000 13,333     
Pico Rivera  $498,750   20    
Avalon $500,000    115    
COUNTY SUBTOTAL $500,000 $498,750 $612,019 136,003 135 0 0 0 

         
Orange County         
Families Forward   $38,000 8,444     
Vetrans Charities of Or. Co.   $40,000 8,889     
San Juan Capistrano $500,000    36 160   
COUNTY SUBTOTAL $500,000 $0 $78,000 17,333 36 160 0 0 

         
Riverside         
Coachella  $750,000   36    
Coachella Valley HC  $686,700   14    

         
Coachella $300,000      100  
Coachella $34,425       1 
Coachella  $35,000       1 
Coachella  $500,000     196   
COUNTY SUBTOTAL $869,425 $1,436,700 $0 0 50 196 100 2 

         
San Bernardino         
Upland  $748,650   16    

         
         

COUNTY SUBTOTAL $0 $748,650 $0 0 16 0 0 0 
         

Ventura         
Many Mansions, Inc.   $64,301 14,289     
Catholic Charities of LA, Inc.   $57,934 12,874     
Salvation Army Transitional Living Center  $68,788 15,286     
Many Mansions  $1,000,000   11    
COUNTY SUBTOTAL $0 $1,000,000 $191,023 42,449 11 0 0 0 

         
Imperial         
Catholic Charities of S. Diego   $130,573 29,016     
Campesinos Unidos, Inc.   $55,576 12,350     
Neighborhood Hse of Calexico   $60,400 13,422     
Womenhaven   $112,200 24,933     
Calexico  $750,000   36    
Calipatria $300,000      10  
Calipatria $300,000      10  
Holtville  $500,000      18  
Westmoreland $300,000      10  
Imperial, County of $35,000       1 
Holtville  $24,225       1 
Brawley  $1,000,000    711    
El Centro  $1,113,700    125    
Imperial, County of $300,000    10    
Calexico  $600,000    33    
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    PROJECTED 
COUNTY CDBG HOME ESG PERSON 

SHELTER 
DAYS 

HOUSEHOLDS 
ASSISTED 

PERSONS 
ASSISTED 

BUSINESS/J
OBS 

PLANNING 
GRANTS 

Westmoreland  $27,668       1 
Brawley $35,000       1 
Dorris $500,000    9    
Exter  $300,000    15    
Imperial, County of $500,000    16    
El Centro $500,000    15    
Westmoreland  $500,000    12    
COUNTY SUBTOTAL $6,835,593 $750,000 $358,749 79,721 982  48 4 

         
REGION SUBTOTAL $8,705,018 $4,434,100 $1,239,791 275,506 1,230 504 0 6 

         
San Francisco         

         
         

COUNTY SUBTOTAL $0 $0 $0 0 0 0 0 0 
         

Marin         
         
         

COUNTY SUBTOTAL $0 $0 $0 0 0 0 0 0 
         

San Mateo         
Youth and Family Assistance   $34,000 7,556     
La Casa de San Mateo   $68,000 15,111     
Mid-Peninsula  $1,000,000   40    
COUNTY SUBTOTAL $0 $1,000,000 $102,000 22,667 40 0 0 0 

         
Santa Clara         

         
South County Housing  $1,000,000   11    
COUNTY SUBTOTAL $0 $1,000,000 $0 0 11 0 0 0 

         
Alameda         
Emergency Services Program   $122,400 27,200     
Livermore   $140,121 31,138     

         
         
         

COUNTY SUBTOTAL $0 $0 $262,521 58,338 0 0 0 0 
         

Contra Costa         
Society of St. Vincent de Paul   $161,436 35,875     
Shelter Inc of Contra Costa Co   $25,000 5,556     
COUNTY SUBTOTAL $0 $0 $186,436 41,431 0 0 0 0 

         
Sonoma         
Petaluma  $840,000   11    
Community Support Network   $20,000 4,444     

         
Individuals Now   $20,000 4,444     
Catholic Charities of Santa Rosa  $80,000 17,778     

         
         

Sonoma Co People for Economic Opportunity  $20,000 4,444     
Interfaith Shelter Network, Inc.   $20,000 4,444     
COUNTY SUBTOTAL $0 $840,000 $160,000 35,554 11 0 0 0 

         
Solano         
Vacaville Social Srvcs Corp.   $78,200 17,378     
Solano Women's Crisis Center   $68,000 15,111     
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COUNTY CDBG HOME ESG PERSON 

SHELTER 
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OBS 

PLANNING 
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Vallejo   $14,330 3,184     
Dixon  $500,000   30    
Fairfield  $500,000   39    
Dixon $500,000      14  
Rio Vista $35,000       1 
Benicia $500,000    18 2,670   
COUNTY SUBTOTAL $1,035,000 $1,000,000 $160,530 35,673 87 2,670 14 1 

         
Napa         
Napa County Council for Economic Opportunity  $68,000 15,111     
Napa Valley Comm Hsg  $1,000,000   11    
Calistoga  $35,000       1 
American Canyon $35,000       1 
Calistoga $35,000       1 
COUNTY SUBTOTAL $105,000 $1,000,000 $68,000 15,111 11 0 0 3 

         
REGION SUBTOTAL $1,140,000 $4,840,000 $939,487 208,774 160 2,670 14 4 

         
Sacramento         
Citrus Heights  $500,000   24    

         
COUNTY SUBTOTAL $0 $500,000 $0 0 24 0 0 0 

         
Placer         
Roseville Home Start, Inc.   $299,200 66,489     
Lincoln $35,000       1 
Placer, County of $35,000       1 
Placer, County of $32,368       1 
Lincoln  $500,000    83    
Placer, County of $500,000    84    
COUNTY SUBTOTAL $1,102,368 $0 $299,200 66,489 167 0 0 3 

         
El Dorado         
El Dorado County  $923,307   11    
Womenspace Unlimited, Inc.   $43,712 9,714     
New Morning Youth and Family Services, Inc.  $68,000 15,111     
El Dorado, County of $35,000       1 
El Dorado, County of $20,000       1 
El Dorado, County of $15,000       1 
El Dorado, County of $500,000     2,100   
Placerville $300,000    13    
South Lake Tahoe $500,000    20    
COUNTY SUBTOTAL $1,370,000 $923,307 $111,712 24,825 44 2,100 0 3 

         
Sutter         
Yuba City  $997,500   18    
Live Oak $200,000      6  
Sutter, County of $500,000      15  
Sutter, County of $26,880       1 
Live Oak $500,000    22    
COUNTY SUBTOTAL $1,226,880 $997,500 $0 0 40 21 21 1 

         
Yuba         
Salvation Army   $176,800 39,289     
Marysville  $500,000   28    
Marysville $500,000      15  
Marysville $35,000       1 
Yuba, County of $35,000       1 
Marysville $20,300       1 
Marysville $500,000     3,000   
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PLANNING 
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Yuba, County of $500,000    21    
COUNTY SUBTOTAL $1,590,300 $500,000 $176,800 39,289 49 3,000 15 2 

         
YOLO         
Yolo Wayfarer Center - Christian Center  $182,890 40,642     

         
Woodland  $500,000   25    
Winters  $499,800   20    
Yolo, County of $500,000      21  
West Sacramento $500,000      14  
West Sacramento $300,000    21    
COUNTY SUBTOTAL $1,300,000 $999,800 $182,890 40,642 66 0 35 0 

         
REGION SUBTOTAL $6,589,548 $3,920,607 $770,602 171,245 390 5,100 70 10 

         
Fresno         
Huron  $997,500   40    
San Joaquin  $750,000   36    
Mendota $500,000      200  
Fowler $400,000      18  
Huron $300,000      20  
San Joaquin $300,000      10  
Huron $35,000       1 
Fowler $35,000       1 
San Joaquin $35,000       1 
Huron $18,484       1 
San Joaquin $35,000       1 
Huron $500,000    22    
San Joaquin $500,000    15    
COUNTY SUBTOTAL $2,658,484 $1,747,500 $0 0 113  248 5 

         
Madera         
Madera Co Action Comm.   $68,000 15,111     
Chowchilla  $500,000   24    
Madera  $945,000   11    
Madera, County of $500,000      28  
Madera, County of $35,000       1 
Madera, County of $500,000    15    
Madera, County of $531,188    12    
COUNTY SUBTOTAL $1,566,188 $1,445,000 $68,000 15,111 62  28 1 

         
Kern         

         
Taft  $315,000   10    
Taft  $381,224      11  
Taft $35,000       1 
COUNTY SUBTOTAL $416,224 $315,000 $0 0 10  11 1 

         
         

San Joaquin         
         

COUNTY SUBTOTAL $0 $0 $0 0 0 0 0 0 
         

Stanislaus         
Ceres  $500,000   24    
Newman  $852,000   11    
Riverbank  $500,000   32    
Waterford  $1,000,000   30    
Turlock  $499,999   24    
Hughson $120,000      4  
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Riverbank $35,000       1 
Riverbank $25,000       1 
Stanislaus, County of $32,000       1 
Waterford $35,000       1 
Ceres $400,000    109    
Newman $500,000    16    
Riverbank $500,000    17    
Stanislaus, County of $500,000    20    
COUNTY SUBTOTAL $2,147,000 $3,351,999 $0 0 283  4 4 

         
Merced         
Merced County CAA   $155,909 34,646     
Gustine $500,000    31    
Merced, County of $500,000      400  
Livingston $500,000     102   
COUNTY SUBTOTAL $1,500,000 $0 $155,909 34,646 31 102 400 0 

         
Tulare         
Central California Family Crisis Center, Inc.  $190,400 42,311     
Visalia Emergency Aid Council   $7,000 1,556     
Woodlake  $1,000,000   11    
Farmersville  $500,000   32    
Lindsay  $500,000   20    
Porterville  $1,000,000   14    
Self-Help Enterprises  $1,000,000   22    
Woodlake  $500,000   24    
Tulare   $750,000   39    
Tulare County  $500,000   13    
Exeter  $500,000   20    
Dinuba $500,000      180  
Woodlake $315,000      10  
Farmersville $500,000      25  
Lindsay  $300,000      20  
Dinuba $35,000       1 
Woodlake $25,000       1 
Tulare, County of $35,000       1 
Dinuba  $300,000    16    
Hanford $500,000    16    
Lindsay $500,000    32    
Tulare, County of $500,000    10    
Woodlake  $500,000    22    
COUNTY SUBTOTAL $4,010,000 $6,250,000 $197,400 43,867 291  235 3 

         
Kings         

         
Corcoran  $500,000   15    
Hanford  $750,000   28    
Kings  $500,000   24    
Hanford $300,000      40  
Corcoran $35,000       1 
Kings, County of $18,835       1 
Kings, County of $500,000    5 65   
COUNTY SUBTOTAL $853,835 $1,750,000 $0 0 72 105 0 2 

         
REGION SUBTOTAL $13,151,731 $14,859,499 $421,309 93,624 862 167 966 16 

         
San Diego         
Saint Clare's Home, Inc.   $96,000 21,333     
Women's Resource Center   $173,400 38,533     
No Co Interfaith Council, Inc.   $86,910 19,313     
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Community Housing of No Co   $63,000 14,000     
South Bay Community Svcs   $173,400 38,533     
Catholic Charities San Diego   $141,253 31,390     
REGION SUBTOTAL $0 $0 $733,963 163,102 0 0 0 0 

         
Monterey         
Shelter Outreach Plus   $75,000 16,667     
John XXIII AIDS Ministry   $26,000 5,778     
Housing Advocacy Council of Monterey County  $23,460 5,213     
MONTEREY COUNTY HSG INC. $1,000,000   44    
Monterey County  $500,000   17    
Del Rey Oaks  $500,000      80  
Gonzales $35,000       1 
Monterey, County of $32,985       1 
Monterey, County of $500,000    220 300   
COUNTY SUBTOTAL $1,067,985 $1,500,000 $124,460 27,658 281 300 80 2 

         
San Luis Obispo         
Arroyo Grande  $35,000       1 
COUNTY SUBTOTAL $35,000 $0 $0 0 0 0 0 1 

         
Santa Barbara         
Good Samaritan Shelter   $45,000 10,000     
Lompoc Housing Assistance Corp  $68,000 15,111     
Shelter Services for Women   $30,000 6,667     
Shelter Services for Women   $64,751 14,389     
Santa Barbara, County of  $35,000       1 
Santa Barbara, County of  $35,000       1 
Guadalupe $350,000    20    
Santa Barbara, County of  $500,000    20    
COUNTY SUBTOTAL $920,000 $0 $207,751 46,167 40 0 0 2 

         
Santa Cruz         
County of Santa Cruz   $258,400 57,422     
Above the Line   $64,800 14,400     
Families in Transition of Santa Cruz County, Inc.  $25,500 5,667     
Salvation Army   $183,600 40,800     
Scotts Valley  $420,000   11    
COUNTY SUBTOTAL $0 $420,000 $532,300 118,289 11 0 0 0 

         
San Benito         
San Benito   $45,266 10,059     
San Benito County  $750,000   22    
Hollister  $954,450   32    
COUNTY SUBTOTAL $0 $1,704,450 $45,266 10,059 54 0 0 0 

         
REGION SUBTOTAL $2,022,985 $3,624,450 $909,777 202,173 386 300 80 5 

         
Butte         
Community Action Agency of Butte County, Inc.  $41,400 9,200     
CHIP  $749,999   84    
Oroville  $498,750   23    
Paradise  $500,000   19    
Butte, County + Gridley $600,000      42  
Oroville $300,000      10  
Gridley $35,000       1 
Butte, County of $35,000       1 
Butte, County of $26,040       1 
Oroville, City of $35,000       1 
Butte, County of $200,000    10    
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Butte, County + Oroville $442,750     1,320   
Oroville $357,250    12    
COUNTY SUBTOTAL $2,031,040 $1,748,749 $41,400 9,200 148 1,320 50 4 

         
Shasta         
Redding  $1,000,000   67    
Shasta Lake  $1,000,000   50    
Shasta County  $587,000   30    
Anderson $35,000       1 
Shasta, County of $35,000       1 
Shasta Lake $500,000    25    
Shasta, County of $500,000    25    
COUNTY SUBTOTAL $1,070,000 $2,587,000 $0 0 197 0 0 2 

         
Tehama         
Red Bluff  $990,708   22    
Corning $35,000       1 
Corning $35,000       1 
Red Bluff $35,000       1 
Tehama, County of $35,000       1 
Red Bluff $500,000    11    
COUNTY SUBTOTAL $640,000 $990,708 $0 0 33 0 0 4 

         
Glenn         
Glenn County   $23,964 5,325     
Willows $500,000      19  
Glenn, County of $300,000      14  
Glenn, County of $35,000       1 
Orland  $10,000       1 
Willows $25,000       1 
Orland $25,000       1 
COUNTY SUBTOTAL $895,000 $0 $23,964 5,325 0  33 4 

         
Colusa         
Williams $35,000       1 
Colusa, County of $35,000       1 
Colusa $500,000    18    
Williams $500,000     105   
COUNTY SUBTOTAL $1,070,000 $0 $0 0 18 105 0 2 

         
REGION SUBTOTAL $5,706,040 $5,326,457 $65,364 14,525 396 1,425 85 16 

         
         

NORTHERN CALIFORNIA         
         

Del Norte         
Del Norte, County of $35,000       1 
Crescent City $35,000       1 
Del Norte, County of $35,000       1 
Crescent City $432,400     27,502   
Del Norte, County of $366,715    40 690   
COUNTY SUBTOTAL $904,115 $0 $0 0 40 28,192 0 3 

         
Humboldt         
Arcata House, Inc.   $22,684 5,041     
Eureka  $498,750   26    
RCAA  $499,800   17    
Redwood Community Action Agency  $60,000 13,333     
Humboldt, County of $17,500       1 
Humboldt, County of $17,500       1 
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Eureka $35,000       1 
Arcata $35,000       1 
Humboldt, County of $35,000       1 
Arcata $500,000    61    
Humboldt, County of $500,000    45 80   
COUNTY SUBTOTAL $1,140,000 $998,550 $82,684 18,374 149 80 0 5 

         
Mendocino         
Project Sanctuary   $68,000 15,111     
Project Sanctuary   $45,773 10,172     
City of Fort Bragg   $46,912 10,425     
City of Fort Bragg   $51,409 11,424     
RCHDC  $796,765   11    
Fort Bragg $28,000       1 
Mendocino, County of $30,700       1 
Willits $35,000       1 
Mendocino, County of $297,000     125   
COUNTY SUBTOTAL $390,700 $796,765 $212,094 47,132 11 125 0 3 

         
Lake         
County of Lake   $16,550 3,678     
Clearlake  $997,500   26    
Clearlake  $500,000   19    
Lake, County of $475,000        
Lakeport $500,000      12  
Clearlake $500,000     4,276 12  
Lakeport $21,907     135   
Lake, County of $325,000    30    
COUNTY SUBTOTAL $1,821,907 $1,497,500 $16,550 3,678 75 4,411 24 0 

         
Siskiyou         
Weed $382,000      85  
Dorris $300,000      7  
Siskiyou, County of $300,000      70  
Weed $35,000       1 
Yreka $35,000       1 
Etna $35,000       1 
Montague $28,019       1 
Mount Shasta $35,000       1 
Siskiyou, County of $35,000       1 
Tulelake $35,000       1 
Yreka $35,000       1 
Dunsmuir $500,000    8    
Mount Shasta $500,000    219    
Montague $500,000    7    
Siskiyou, County of $500,000    5 450   
COUNTY SUBTOTAL $3,255,019 $0 $0 0 239 450 162 8 

         
Modoc         
Alturas $35,000       1 
Modoc, County of $17,500       1 
Modoc, County of $17,500       1 
COUNTY SUBTOTAL $70,000 $0 $0 0 0 0 0 3 

         
Trinity         
Trinity, County of $35,000       1 
Trinity, County of $500,000    317    
COUNTY SUBTOTAL $535,000 $0 $0 0 317 0 0 1 

         
Lassen         
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Susanville  $500,000   27    
COUNTY SUBTOTAL $0 $500,000 $0 0 27 0 0 0 

         
Plumas         

         
COUNTY SUBTOTAL $0 $0 $0 0 0 0 0 0 

         
Sierra         
Sierra, County of $20,500       1 
COUNTY SUBTOTAL $20,500 $0 $0 0 0 0 0 1 

         
Nevada          

         
Grass Valley  $498,750   15    
Truckee  $498,750   24    
Nevada  $498,750   24    
Nevada, County of $35,000       1 
Grass Valley $7,415       1 
Grass Valley $35,000       1 
Nevada, County of $35,000       1 
Nevada, County of $474,210    36    
Truckee $500,000    18    
COUNTY SUBTOTAL $1,086,625 $1,496,250 $0 0 117 0 0 4 

         
REGION SUBTOTAL $9,223,866 $5,289,065 $311,328 69,184 975 33,258 186 28 

         
         

CENTRAL-SOUTHERN CA         
         

Amador         
Amador-Tuolumne Community Action Agency  $228,672 50,816     
Jackson  $5,800       1 
Plymouth $500,000    8 18   
COUNTY SUBTOTAL $505,800 $0 $228,672 50,816 8 18 0 1 

         
Alpine         

         
COUNTY SUBTOTAL $0 $0 $0 0 0 0 0 0 

         
Calaveras         

         
COUNTY SUBTOTAL $0 $0 $0 0 0 0 0 0 

         
Tuolumne         
Mountain Women's Resource Center  $68,000 15,111     
Sonora $500,000     300   
COUNTY SUBTOTAL $500,000 $0 $68,000 15,111 0 300 0 0 

         
Mariposa         
Mountain Crisis Services, Inc.   $52,889 11,753     
COUNTY SUBTOTAL $0 $0 $52,889 11,753 0 0 0 0 

         
Mono         
Mono, County of $35,000       1 
Mono, County of $500,000    18 1,023   
Mammoth Lakes $500,000    120    
COUNTY SUBTOTAL $1,035,000 $0 $0 $0 138 1,023 0 1 

         
Inyo         
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COUNTY SUBTOTAL $0 $0 $0 0 0 0 0 0 
         

REGION SUBTOTAL $2,040,800 $0 $349,561 77,680 146 1,341 0 2 
         

STATE $48,579,988 $42,294,178 $5,741,182 1,275,813 4,545 44,617 1,550 87 

 


